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Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


Messy Respect 

Peter Manson claims to find the fact 
that the Respect membership, follow¬ 
ing the lead of Chris Bambery, voted 
down Dave Landau’s motion on secu¬ 
larism at the Respect conference, 
“genuinely shocking” (‘The genuine 
article’, November 25). What socialists 
should find more shocking is Peter’s 
own questionably sincere air of politi¬ 
cal naivety and his misrepresentation 
of why this resolution was voted down. 

A clue can be found in Peter’s article 
itself. After going through various 
questions that Respect has an ambigu¬ 
ous or unclear position on, comrade 
Manson points to one where there is 
no ambiguity: “Surely the clearest issue 
where ‘ordinary people’ are a consid¬ 
erable number of steps behind social¬ 
ist internationalists is over the 
resistance to the occupation of Iraq. 
While probably a majority of the UK 
population is for a withdrawal from Iraq 
in the short term, that is quite a differ¬ 
ent matter from calling for ‘victory to 
the resistance’. Yet the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party does not have any problem 
with calling on people to side with all 
the various groups taking up arms 
against US-UK forces (since, in the 
words of the successful, SWP-spon- 
sored, motion, ‘the Iraqi resistance de¬ 
serves the support of the international 
anti-war movement’).” 

Indeed, that is what unites the chief 
components of Respect. It is also the 
position that draws the clearest line 
against our own government and our 
own ruling class in this period where 
politics is overarched and dominated 
by the imperialist invasion in Iraq, and 
the armed resistance to it. It is also the 
position on which, unfortunately, the 
real differences between Respect and 
these particular critics are manifested 
most clearly. 

On this question, the Weekly Worker 
has had more positions than most peo¬ 
ple have had hot dinners. These gyra¬ 
tions and capitulations are analysed at 
some length in Ian Donovan’s article, 
‘CPGB: centrism, vacillation and capitu¬ 
lation’, in the upcoming issue of What 
Next? It is notable, for instance, that at 
the Stop the War Coalition’s confer¬ 
ence in early 2004, both the CPGB and 
comrade Landau, representing the Jew¬ 
ish Socialist Group, put resolutions that 
were counterposed to the thrust of the 
Respect position on the armed Iraqi re¬ 
sistance, calling for support to only 
those resisters that had a “secular” and 
“working class” programme. 

This position is of course, a break 
with the communist position of uncon¬ 
ditional support for the right to self-de¬ 
termination of an occupied and 
colonised people, in favour of a posi¬ 
tion that puts conditions on their fight 
for independence against our own rul¬ 
ing class. While communists seek to 
use their political influence to maximise 
the influence of socialist and working 
class forces in any anti-colonial strug¬ 
gle, to place conditions on our solidar¬ 
ity is in fact to undermine this goal. It is 
to undermine our key political weapon 
of being the most steadfast supporters 
of struggles against imperialist oppres¬ 
sion, which alone can consolidate so¬ 
cialist and progressive influence over 
anti-colonial struggles. 

In this context, comrade Landau’s 
and the CPGB’s call for ‘secularism’ 
was not simply an innocuous call for 
apple pie and motherhood, but rather 
an accusation. The essential thrust of 
this motion was: ‘This conference re¬ 
solves to stop beating its wife’. Its vot¬ 
ing down was, to continue the 
metaphor, not a vote in favour of con¬ 
tinued wife-beating, but rather an indig¬ 
nant rejection of the notion that 


wife-beating was ever practised in the 
first place. 

The real, secular thrust of Respect is 
actually shown by the political devel¬ 
opment, referred to in Peter’s article, of 
people like Salma Yaqoob and Anas 
Altikriti, from devoutly muslim or even 
islamist backgrounds, in a clear secular 
direction. Far from being in some way 
as a result of the polemical fire of the 
confusionist and centrist Weekly 
Worker, these developments are or¬ 
ganic to Respect, as a project bringing 
together the secular and consistently 
anti-imperialist left with militants from 
religious and often non-secular back¬ 
grounds under the hegemony of pro¬ 
gressive, working class ideas. 

This may be at times a somewhat 
messy process - but then building a real 
movement, as opposed to a sect, is 
never simple. 

Brian Miller 
email 

Equality first 

Has anyone other than me noticed a 
huge fault in the thinking on the part of 
the SWP? It is a central theme in Marx¬ 
ism (however much it may have 
evolved) that Marxists are in general 
atheists, yet the SWP, while strongly 
aligning itself with islam and the Mus¬ 
lim Council of Britain, still appears to 
support gay rights, feminism and de¬ 
mocracy - the very things some extreme 
muslims are against: eg, executing gays 
and not allowing women out of the 
house, etc. 

I wish they would make up their mind 
and declare that they are godless infi¬ 
dels and proud. I am not saying that we 
should put down islam. I am all for reli¬ 
gious (or non-religious) tolerance, but 
championing equality must come first. 
Simon Byrne 
email 

War on religion 

I was interested to read the article, 
‘Secularism, atheism and Bolshevik les¬ 
sons’ (Weekly Worker November 18). 

As somebody who would call him¬ 
self a communist, I find the conclusions 
reached by Mr Conrad to be false. I con¬ 
tend that religious belief is incompat¬ 
ible with membership of the class party. 
The question of whether religious be¬ 
liefs are allowed in the party is of prime 
importance, as it indirectly relates to 
what kind of party one is trying to build: 
a party of the whole class, or a party of 
the revolutionary minority. 

Communists argue that the basis for 
membership of their party is acceptance 
of the communist programme (Lenin 
also added willingness to work under 
the direction of one of the party’s or¬ 
ganisations). But the programme of the 
class party emanates directly from the 
theoretical system of Karl Marx with its 
three indissoluble component parts - 
historical materialism, the theory of sur¬ 
plus value and the political conception 
of the class struggle. Therefore, one 
cannot simply accept one of the com¬ 
ponent parts of Marxism: all of the parts 
complement one another, and one can¬ 
not criticise one part without criticising 
the entire system. 

It has been accepted that historical 
materialism and religious beliefs are in¬ 
compatible. Therefore it is quite evident 
that membership of the class party is 
incompatible with religious beliefs. For 
how is it possible to accept a pro¬ 
gramme claiming adherence to a theory 
of history which operates on the as¬ 
sumption that some supernatural being 
does not exist, whilst believing in this 
supernatural being? Marxism is about 
the working class taking action for them¬ 
selves: “The emancipation of the work¬ 
ing class must be the work of the 
working class itself’. Religion, on the 
other hand, tells workers that the way 
to their salvation lies not in taking prac¬ 
tical action, but in praying and submit¬ 


ting oneself to a supreme being. How 
can these be reconcilable? Women 
comrades may find this to be of particu¬ 
lar interest: “The head of every man is 
christ, and the head of the woman is the 
man” (I Corinthians 11:3). I would be in¬ 
terested to read whether it is thought 
that such views are compatible with so¬ 
cialist understanding. 

What I really found to be objection¬ 
able is that Mr Conrad tells us that the 
Communist Party should admit priests 
into its party. “In 40 years the Bishop 
of London’s Fund has built 230 
churches, and I believe saved London 
from such a revolution as would aston¬ 
ish the world. If it were not for the influ¬ 
ence of religion, perhaps the people of 
the East End would not take things so 
quietly as they sometimes do” was 
what the Bishop of London stated at a 
meeting on May 11 1909. This counter¬ 
revolutionary propaganda is the role of 
religion today. 

How can somebody work under the 
direction of the class party during the 
week, telling his fellow workers that they 
must emancipate themselves, that they 
cannot rely on anybody but them¬ 
selves, then on Sunday go into church 
and tell workers that the road to their 
emancipation is that of following Jesus 
Christ, and that they ought to avoid 
trying to take action for themselves, 
because poverty is the result of us be¬ 
ing sinners? 

The class party that communists are 
trying to build is a party of the revolu¬ 
tionary minority, the vanguard of the 
working class. It is not a party of the entire 
class. It is a party composed of those 
who understand the socialist case and 
are able to give a practical and political 
lead to the majority of workers who un¬ 
der capitalist dictatorship do not. 

Religion is maintained by the social 
structures of capitalism. In the process 
of a revolutionary civil war, the mass of 
workers will develop socialist con¬ 
sciousness and correspondingly the 
vanguard, as a vanguard, will go 
through a process of deformation (in its 
real, non-Trotskyite, sense). “Both for 
the production of communist con¬ 
sciousness on a mass scale, and for the 
success of the cause itself, a change of 
men’s minds on a mass scale is neces¬ 
sary, a change which can only take 
place in a practical movement, a revo¬ 
lution.” In the civil war the class party 
will grow to be a mass party, and still 
religious belief will not be allowed, be¬ 
cause such belief will decline in the revo¬ 
lutionary process. 

Religion is not a private matter as far 
as the party is concerned: it is a social 
matter, and the class party must state 
its unequivocal opposition to religion 
and its advocates, no matter what their 
form. A party clearly opposed to reli¬ 
gion is not one which a religious per¬ 
son could join: socialism and religion 
preclude one another. 

R Cumming 
Democratic Revolution 

SSP morality 

The article by Tom Delargy about events 
surrounding Tommy Sheridan’s resigna¬ 
tion as Scottish Socialist Party convenor 
was one of the worst articles I have ever 
seen in a socialist paper (‘Bring back 
Tommy’, November 25). Tom accuses 
SSP executive members of an “unprinci¬ 
pled power struggle” and acting “dishon¬ 
estly and without integrity”. 

The SSP national council held an 
emergency meeting on November 27.1 
cannot disclose what happened, but I 
think I can make a few comments about 
what did not happen. Tom was at this 
meeting, he could have spoken and re¬ 
peated his allegations, but he chose not 
to do so. There were a large number of 
speakers, including members of the 
main platforms in the SSP (International 
Socialist Movement, Socialist Worker 
platform, Committee for a Workers’ In¬ 
ternational and Republican Communist 


Network), but at no point did any 
speaker say anything remotely resem¬ 
bling Tom’s allegations. 

Tom refers to a motion of no confi¬ 
dence in the SSP executive from the Ed¬ 
inburgh North and Musselburgh 
branch. There is no such branch - a re¬ 
flection of the accuracy of this article. 
He could be thinking about a motion 
which the Edinburgh North and Leith 
branch has tabled for the December 12 
national council. I do not feel able to 
disclose the contents of this motion, but 
I can say that it is not a motion of no 
confidence - it does not even make any 
criticisms of the executive - nor has any 
other branch moved no confidence. 

The earlier article wasn’t good either 
(‘Rumours and leadership crisis’, No¬ 
vember 18). It accused the SSP execu¬ 
tive of succumbing to “hypocritical 
bourgeois morality” and “mean- 
minded attitudes of presbyterianism”. 
I think the SSP executive would not 
claim to be a particularly clean-living 
bunch - most of them enjoy a drink, 
some are living with partners in unmar¬ 
ried relationships, and anyway some of 
them come from catholic backgrounds. 

Some people on the English left seem 
to have a stereotyped image of Scot¬ 
land which is decades out of date. An 
internationalist paper should have 
known better. 

Campbell McGregor 
Kelvin West SSP 

WSWS Stalinism 

I read with great interest Chris 
Marsden’s letter, ‘Copyright’ (Letters 
November 25). 

Marsden is an eminent leader of the 
International Committee of the Fourth 
International and distinguished author 
of the World Socialist Web Site. I am an 
everyday reader of the WSWS for three 
years, support their outlook and am 
grateful to them for providing the inter¬ 
national working class with valuable 
material. 

This is, however, a good occasion to 
make public some of the practices of the 
WSWS itself and expose its hypocrisy, 
the alienated interests of bureaucratic 
messiahs within the WSWS and its 
double standards. It is impossible to do 
that on the pages of WSWS because 
of the Stalinism that rules in what 
should be Trotskyist party. So I try my 
luck on your pages, which seem to be 
thousand times more democratic - 
though, I am sorry to say, their pro¬ 
gramme is superior. 

“Plagiarism is always objectionable,” 
wrote Marsden. Indeed, as are many 
other mistreatments of an author’s moral 
rights. I, being in a position of a hungry 
student in a third world country, had to 
launch a campaign, which included con¬ 
tacting an international human rights 
lawyer, to force WSWS to publish my 
name behind my letter published with the 
reply of Nick Beams on their site. 

“We expect a correction to be made 
promptly,” writes comrade Marsden. 
But when a hungry student had to fight 
a protracted battle to force the arrogant 
monopolist - the WSWS - to publish 
his full name as the author it was far 
from “promptly”. 

To this day the WSWS doesn’t dare 
provide any discussion forum or allow 
uncensored comments or letters - un¬ 
like you, whom they call Stalinists. I’d 
say Stalinism is more widespread and 
Trotskyist parties are not immune. It 
remains to be seen if and when the 
WSWS will adopt these democratic 
tools that the internet - which they 
praise in theory but are so reluctant to 
apply fully - made possible. 

Dejan Popov 
email 

Boycott IBT 

I attended your weekend school on the 
USSR and I was extremely disappointed 
at the level of petty internal bickering 


between the ‘International Bullshit Ten¬ 
dency’ and yourselves. 

I cannot begin to comprehend why 
you allow these apologists to air their 
outdated opinions in regards to the So¬ 
viet Union. Their consistent hijacking 
of the debates in order to push their pre¬ 
prepared agenda was not only mind- 
numbingly boring, but to me absolutely 
pointless. These idiots should not be 
taken notice of. I can understand that 
these debates may be important, but 14 
years after the collapse of the Soviet 
Union they do seem to be slightly irrel¬ 
evant and archaic, to say the least. The 
realities on the ground - ie, Iraq - re¬ 
quires those of us who are active in the 
fight against imperialism to be address¬ 
ing far more contemporary and impor¬ 
tant issues. 

I have a proposition: when you are 
faced with a bunch of indoctrinated buf¬ 
foons who clearly lack the ability to lis¬ 
ten, simply do not pay them any 
attention. Now, you may consider such 
action as undemocratic in the same 
sense you consider the practices of the 
SWP. However, there is a considerable 
difference, in that, although I agree their 
opinions should be aired, no-one on 
your behalf should reply to them, thus 
leaving them isolated. In effect a boy¬ 
cott. 

WillSimcott 

email 

SPUSA 

The purpose of this letter is to intro¬ 
duce ourselves to you. 

The Socialist Party, USA was recon¬ 
stituted in 1973 as a result of a split in 
the Socialist Party-Social Democratic 
Federation, in which the majority of that 
organisation decided to work exclu¬ 
sively within the Democratic Party. 

The Socialist Party, USA is presently 
the only independent political party in 
the United States which stands for 
democratic socialism. We are a multi-ten¬ 
dency socialist party unaffiliated with 
the Socialist International. Our party’s 
presidential ticket in the most recent 
election was Walt Brown for president 
and Mai Herbert for vice-president. 

In recent years, our party has experi¬ 
enced unprecedented growth, as more 
and more people become convinced of 
the possibility, and desirability, of an 
ecumenical and democratic socialist fu¬ 
ture. Our members are active in a wide 
number of trade unions, the profes¬ 
sions and in academia. 

The national committee of the 
SPUSA has recently created the inter¬ 
national commission to provide our 
membership with greater involvement 
in the party’s international work. Our 
commission consists of comrades who 
are actively committed to international 
outreach, and we report to the national 
committee. 

It is my hope that your organisation 
will consider exchanging publications 
with us, and might be open to an ongo¬ 
ing dialogue that might perhaps result 
in the establishment of fraternal relations. 
I ask that you review our statement of 
principles and also our website, which 
can be reached at www.sp-usa.org. 
Mark Alper 

International commission, SPUSA 

Abortion 

I have been following Anne Me 
Shane’s reports on the Abortion Rights 
campaign with interest over the last few 
weeks. I hope that the campaign will 
agree with comrade Me Shane’s argu¬ 
ments for the inclusion of men and, 
more importantly, for a woman’s choice 
‘as early as possible, as late as neces¬ 
sary’. 

In the meantime, and whether or not 
men are finally invited to be involved, I 
for one am happy to lend my support 
to this vital campaign. 

Daniel Huckfield 

email 
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SSP 


Members back 
Sheridan sacking 



Contemplating courtroom battle 


T he November 27 special meeting 
of the Scottish Socialist Party na¬ 
tional council, held at Glasgow’s 
Caledonian University, voted by a large 
majority to back the executive’s handling 
of the Tommy Sheridan crisis. 

Conducted in an atmosphere of high 
secrecy - comrades were instructed not 
to talk about the proceedings to any¬ 
one outside the party and even barred 
from taking notes - it brought together 
115 delegates and a good number of 
party observers to debate the national 
executive’s decision to push comrade 
Sheridan into resigning as national con¬ 
venor. No doubt the EC would have 
preferred not to have called the special 
meeting at this time, but such is the tur¬ 
moil amongst the membership that they 
really had no other option. 

The room was locked before discus¬ 
sion of the EC statement commenced. No 
other motion and no amendment to the 
EC statement was permitted - a whole raft 
of motions from branches and platforms 
were mled out of order. The statement, 
like the November 9 EC motion before it, 
had been, members were told, agreed 
unanimously. 

This was something of a mystery, 
since comrades from the Socialist 
Worker platform, which has three EC 
members, spoke strongly against the 
executive statement. Platform comrades 
expressed regret that “mistakes had 
been made” - including by their own 
comrades, obviously - at the November 
9 meeting. 

The statement itself was split into two 
parts. The first was the most controver¬ 
sial, since it asked the NC to support the 
November 9 decision to demand Tommy 
Sheridan’s resignation. The second part 
stated that the NC “confirms its accept¬ 
ance” of Tommy’s departure. It would 
have been difficult to do otherwise, as 
comrade Sheridan himself made it clear 
that he supported both parts of the state¬ 
ment and had no intention of fighting to 
retain the convenorship. 

The statement went on to describe 
him, despite everything, as “a valued 
member” of the SSP team in the Scottish 
parliament. It denied he was a victim of 
any “factional power struggle or any 
other form of internal in-fighting” and de¬ 
clared that the SSP “does not wish to 
comment” on press allegations concern¬ 
ing comrade Sheridan’s private life, 
which “may be the subject of a future 
libel action” (see p4). 

The first part of the statement was car¬ 
ried with 85 in favour and 20 against. 
Those opposing consisted of the SW 
platform and a smattering of others, but 
when it came to the second part the SW 
comrades were isolated in voting 
against. This time there were 93 for and 
only 10 against (with two abstentions). 

Significantly, after comrade Sheridan’s 
speech it was the SW platform that led a 
standing ovation. Equally significantly, 
something like two thirds of those 
present refused to join in. 

The SW platform’s position was out¬ 
lined in its (unpublished) motion to the 
NC: “We do not need lessons in moral¬ 
ity” from the bourgeoisie, it stated, and 
it was the duty of the working class move¬ 
ment to stand by leaders of the socialist 
and anti-war movement when they come 
under attack. 

That is correct, of course - as far as it 
goes. And it is undoubtedly tme that a 
small minority of the SSP membership, 
including some at the top, were filled with 
moralistic outrage at the claims concern¬ 
ing comrade Sheridan’s private and sexual 


relationships that have featured so widely 
in the Scottish press, not least the Scot¬ 
tish News of the World. Such comrades 
have allowed enemies of the working 
class movement and their allies in the 
sensationalist media to set the agenda. 

At the NC meeting SSP policy co¬ 
ordinator and effective leader Alan Mc- 
Combes talked darkly about the 
spreading of “lies and misinformation”. 
He had previously referred to “our own 
Iago” in a TV interview. There were hints 
from other comrades that agents of the 
state could well be involved in leaking 
the various stories. 

This is hardly far-fetched. In the run¬ 
up to a general election, where the SSP’s 
votes could help determine the result in 
several seats, a state-sponsored cam¬ 
paign to blacken the name of working 
class politicians is not something unheard 
of. The SSP has also been closely in¬ 
volved with the Military Families Against 
War campaign, and comrade Sheridan 
himself has worked alongside people like 
Ruth Gentle, mother of the Scottish sol¬ 
dier killed in Iraq. (Of course, the SSP calls 
for “Scottish troops” to be pulled out of 
Iraq - English and Welsh ones can stay 
put, it seems. Nevertheless, such cam¬ 
paigns, even if at present they influence 
only a small minority of military person¬ 
nel, need to be nipped in the bud as far as 
the mling class is concerned.) 

But is the situation as simple as the 
SW platform makes out? And what of 
the SSP majority, which undoubtedly 
believes that a comrade’s private life and 
sexual preferences should normally be 
of no concern to the party? To what ex¬ 
tent was the leadership influenced by the 
barrage of embarrassing ‘revelations’ 
and adverse publicity? Exactly what 
happened at the November 9 EC meet¬ 
ing which ended in Tommy’s resignation 
is still a closely guarded secret. How 
many motions and how many votes 


were there? Nobody is saying. 

It is universally admitted that the line 
originally spun - that comrade Sheridan 
had resigned to devote more time to his 
family - was untrue. He was told to go. 
But the circumstances that led to his res¬ 
ignation are unclear. We know that the 
leadership opposed his proposed libel 
suit and wanted him to refuse to be 
drawn on any detail of his private life. 
Tommy refused point blank. It is ru¬ 
moured that at one point comrade Sher¬ 
idan walked out of the November 9 
meeting and for a short time it seemed 
that relations had completely broken 
down between himself and the rest of the 
party. There was even talk that he had 
left the SSP. 

The fact that the EC would not back 
the comrade in his libel case was made 
all too clear the following week in the 
Edinburgh press conference that 
brought together Alan McCombes and 
the six MSPs. The intention had been to 
give the impression of a united front, but 
quite the opposite impression was cre¬ 
ated. Comrade McCombes and the oth¬ 
ers were evasive when asked if they 
supported Tommy’s decision to pursue 
the Scottish News of the World through 
the courts. 

Of course, the advice not to pursue 
the libel case was a sound one. If com¬ 
rade Sheridan loses his case, or if he is 
labelled a liar as a result, that could in¬ 
deed be very damaging. However, there 
is something to be said for the position 
of the Committee for a Workers’ Inter¬ 
national, which no longer has represen¬ 
tation on the EC. The CWI thought the 
decision to dispense with Tommy’s serv¬ 
ices had been over-hasty. 

It seems that the EC was mshed into a 
decision in the knowledge that alleged 
details of Tommy’s private life were 
about to be splashed all over the tab¬ 
loids. Some comrades have dismissed 


the accusation of “presbyterian moral- 
ism” made in the Weekly Worker on the 
grounds that most leading members are 
atheists and many come from a catholic 
background (November 18). An obvious 
and rather desperate attempt at evasion. 
Anyway, at the very least, we can say 
that the EC allowed itself to be panicked 
on the one side by a prurient tabloid 
press and on the other the SSP’s own 
moral purity brigade. 

However, it is also tme that there were 
other considerations. Comrade Sheridan 
is perhaps the best known MSP - much 
more easily identifiable than the SSP it¬ 
self. According to the constitution, the 
convenor is not the party leader, but its 
‘main spokesperson’ (a role undeniably 
filled by comrade Sheridan - the press 
would usually seek out Tommy's opin¬ 
ion, not the SSP’s). Yet there has been a 
growing feeling that the party is ‘more 
than one man’. 

Clearly there are lessons in all this for 
the way in which the affairs of a working 
class organisation ought to be con¬ 
ducted. Of all the SSP comrades I spoke 
to, very few have attempted to justify, or 
even understood, the leadership’s gag¬ 
ging order. As far as I can tell, nothing 
that would have compromised SSP se¬ 
curity (or comrade Sheridan’s libel case) 
was revealed at the NC. 

It is time to come clean on this whole 
business - especially where the EC dis¬ 
cussions that led to the decision to ‘re¬ 
sign’ Tommy are concerned. For one 
thing, the tmth is bound to leak out - 
neither spin nor silence, as demanded by 
national secretary Allan Green (see p4), 
will be able to contain it. But, more im¬ 
portantly, political conclusions need to 
be drawn - about the role of working 
class leaders, the unsavoury influence 
of the media and the power of the state, 
to name just a few • 

Peter Manson 


ACTION 

London 

Communist Forum 

Sunday December 4,5pm - ‘Bern¬ 
stein’s blind alley’, using Istvan 
Meszaros’s The power of ideol¬ 
ogy as a study guide. 

Diorama Arts Centre, 34 
Osnaburgh Street, London NW1 
(nearest tubes: Regents Park, 
Great Portland Street). 

Sex workers 

International conference on 
prostitution, Saturday Decem¬ 
ber 4, 9.30am to 6pm, St Mary’s 
church, Somers Town, Eversholt 
Street, London NW1 (comer of 
Aldenham Street; nearest tubes: 
Mornington Crescent, Euston). 
Organised by English Collective 
of Prostitutes and International 
Prostitutes Collective; 02074822496; 
centre@crossroadswomen.net 

Iraq Occupation 
Focus 

Teach-in, ‘Occupation and re¬ 
sistance in Iraq’, Sunday Decem¬ 
ber 5,11 am to 5pm, University of 
London Union, Malet Street, 
London WC1. 

Speakers include: Lou Plummer, 

US Military Families Speak Out; 
Mike Hoffmann, Iraq Veterans 
Against the War; Ismael, Iraqi 
human rights activist; Hassan 
Juma’a, general secretary, Basra 
oil workers’ union; and Sami 
Ramadani. 

PO Box 44680, LondonN16 7XX; 
www.iraqoccupation- 
focus.org.uk 

Iraq benefit 
concert 

Friday December 17, 7.30pm, St 
James’s Church, 197 Piccadilly, 
central London. 

With Annie Whitehead, Alex 
Valentine, Bob Davenport, Carol 
Grimes, Celloman Ivan Hussey, 
Robb Johnson, The Angel 
Band. Compere: John Hegley. 
Tickets £10 (£8 concessions): 
020 7278 6694. Organised by 
STWC and Medical Aid for Iraq 

Bring the troops 
home 

National demonstration, central 
London, Saturday March 19, 
2005. 

Called by Stop the War Coali¬ 
tion as part of the European So¬ 
cial Fomm’s international day of 
action. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary 
Democratic Group, email 
rdgroup@yahoo. com 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep 
the stmggle going. Put our Par¬ 
ty’s name and address, together 
with the amount you wish to 
leave, in your will. If you need 
further help, do not hesitate to 
contact us. 


ESF diary 

Saturday-Sunday December 18- 

19, Paris - extraordinary assem¬ 
bly to discuss the political 
direction and future of the ESF. 
February 2005 - first preparatory 
assembly to plan for the ESF 
2006. 

March 2006 - next European 
Social Forum, Athens. 
















4 


weeny- 

December2 2004 555WOtlkef 


Not George Washington 


O nce upon a time there was a 
man with wooden teeth. That 
man led a struggle against 
British imperialism, and for an 
independent republic. Fast forward a 
quarter of a millennium to the present day 
and we find another man - one with 
rather similar ambitions. His distinguish¬ 
ing feature is orange skin - courtesy of 
excessive use of sun beds. 

The former, George Washington, 
boasted about his inability to tell a lie. 
The latter, Tommy Sheridan, has no in¬ 
terest in such hypocritical myth-mak¬ 
ing. Indeed, if we turn to the front cover 
of the book he co-authored with Alan 
McCombes, we find a photograph of 
Tommy that actually celebrates his tell¬ 
ing a he. This photograph is instantly 
recognisable to socialists on all four 
comers of the globe. It captures Tommy 
giving a clenched fist salute as he 
swears an oath of allegiance to her maj¬ 
esty the queen. We have here an iconic 
image that exposes the hypocrisy of the 
monarchist system, one that forces so¬ 
cialists to lie in order to be able to repre¬ 
sent in parliament those workers who 
voted for them. 

This lie of Tommy’s was more than 
merely tolerated by long-term friend 
and associate Alan McCombes. Every 
single year, Alan votes alongside at 
least 95% of delegates to the Scottish 
Socialist Party’s conference to mandate 
Tommy, and all our other elected repre¬ 
sentatives, to tell this lie, to keep doing 
so until our struggle for a republic 
makes this charade unnecessary. So it 
is puzzling to find Alan McCombes 
confirming to a News of the World hack 
that he did recently say that he would 
not help Tommy Sheridan constmct a 
tower of lies (, Scottish News of the 
World November 21). 

Before continuing, there is something 
I would like to get off my chest. In my 
article in last week’s paper, I claimed to 
have no idea if Tommy Sheridan was 
lying when he denied the allegations 
about his private life that have contami¬ 
nated the gutter press in recent weeks 
- or about anything else for that matter 
(other than his pretence of loyalty to her 
majesty). Should I feel embarrassed in 
having to admit that I actually knew 
more than I was letting on? Perhaps, 
but I don’t. While I have no first-hand 
evidence of such lying, I was at the 
time fully aware that at least one of Tom- 
my’s close friends has, or claims to 
have, such evidence. Now that Alan 
McCombes has gone on record to say 
as much, I want to make two things 
clear. 

Firstly, to the best of my knowledge, 
there is not a single member of the SSP 
who thinks Tommy is lying about the 
issue on which he is pursuing a libel case 
against the News of the World. That libel 
action is very narrowly focussed, and 
my understanding is that all party mem¬ 
bers are now happy to take Tommy’s 
word that truth is on his side. That does 
not mean the party is backing this action 
as a party. 

Tommy stands alone in thinking it tac¬ 
tically wise to pursue the News of the 
World through the courts. Not because 
we cast doubt on his word, but because 
Rupert Murdoch’s lawyers will drag up 
unrelated parts of Tommy’s private life, 
the kind of questions which none of us 
would want to see discussed in a court 
of law, under the watchful eye of the 
world’s media. Every member of the party 
who has counselled Tommy against ex¬ 
acting revenge against Murdoch’s 
sleazy little rag through the capitalist 
courts is undoubtedly offering excellent 
advice. Along with Alan McCombes 
and everyone else, I think he should 
drop this lawsuit, and cut his losses as 
soon as possible, before Murdoch’s le¬ 
gal expenses become prohibitively high 


- too great for Tommy to do anything 
other than proceed to trial, and keep his 
fingers crossed. 

Secondly, Alan McCombes’s quote 
about not wanting to help Tommy con¬ 
stmct a tower of lies relates only to lying 
about issues concerning his private life. 
Unless I have gotten hold of completely 
the wrong end of the stick, there is only 
one reason Tommy Sheridan has lost his 
post as the SSP national convenor: be¬ 
cause members of the party executive 
were afraid Tommy’s untmths would 
come back to haunt him (and, if he re¬ 
mained national convenor, the party 
also) if he was forced to admit he had lied, 
regardless of what the lie was actually 
about. I guess it is possible that there is 
more to Tommy’s fall from grace than 
this. But if there is, no one has let me in 
on the big secret. 

Did Tommy jump or was he pushed? 
Did he resign to spend more time with 
his family or for some as yet unspecified 
reason? Or (as unattributed briefings 
from members of the executive would 
have us believe) was he effectively 
sacked? And if he was sacked, was it for 
the reason I believe? If not, then what 
on earth was that reason? The unani¬ 
mous vote of the executive that appears 


to have forced him to “resign” was, in 
my opinion, an extreme overreaction, a 
panic measure, a tragic mistake. Some of 
those who voted for Tommy to step 
down with immediate effect now openly 
regret what they did. 

Recently, the executive is finding it 
ever harder to reach unanimity. While a 
majority have not one iota of doubt that 
their decision was the only possible one, 
a minority are now publicly conceding 
that Tommy’s sacking was premature, to 
say the least. 

Insufficient time was allowed to dis¬ 
cuss how to deal with the allegations, al¬ 
legations that had yet to appear in the 
press at that stage, and perhaps never 
would have. Tommy’s decision to tough 
it out may well have been mistaken. But 
even if that was hue, there was still time 
to convince Tommy to pursue a differ¬ 
ent course of action. Perhaps Tommy 
would have been forced to admit that he 
had told a lie or two while the executive 
was still mulling over what to do. 

But he would only have found him¬ 
self in a position similar to Bill Clinton. If 
he was forced to backtrack, he could 
have explained that he only lied about 
something he believed the gutter press 
had no right to interrogate him about. If 


he said he only wanted to get these re¬ 
actionary sleaze merchants off his back, 
I doubt that a single SSP voter would 
have been any less forgiving towards 
Tommy than Bill Clinton’s were in the land 
of the moral majority. 

If opinion polls proved me wrong, if 
they demonstrated that Tommy’s hav¬ 
ing been caught telling a few white lies 
about his private life was damaging the 
party, does anyone seriously suppose 
Tommy would not step down voluntar¬ 
ily for the good of the party? That said, 
I have never doubted for a second that 
Tommy would have had nothing to 
worry about. 

Whether or not I have vastly overes¬ 
timated the maturity of those workers 
who vote for us (when it comes to mat¬ 
ters of private morality), Tommy should 
not have been forced to resign over this 
issue before the specific allegations ap¬ 
peared in the press. Members of the ex¬ 
ecutive could simply have responded to 
questions about Tommy’s private life 
with a simple ‘no comment’ - a refusal to 
remark on any party member’s private 
life. 

So what happens now? Should the 
party simply close ranks and draw a line 
under recent disagreements? I do not 



Alan McCombes: no help 


believe so - at least not just yet. An at¬ 
tempt to do precisely that was made by 
a majority of the executive when they 
called an emergency meeting of the na¬ 
tional council at one week’s notice. That 
meeting drew together over 100 del¬ 
egates (with many more observers) from 
80 branches from all across Scotland. 
The meeting began at 1.30pm on Satur¬ 
day November 27, with the room booked 
for four and a half hours. 

This was an extraordinary meeting in 


Gagging order 

Statement to SSP members, dated November 28, from national secretary Allan Green 


The NC meeting yesterday had a full discussion on recent events surrounding 
the resignation of Tommy Sheridan as convenor and reached a decisive con¬ 
clusion. The debate was comradely and we were able to pull together. We are 
now in a position where the party itself can either decide to now focus our en¬ 
ergies on the party as a campaigning force or to continue with the internal soul- 
searching and analysis. 

There was a very powerful feeling yesterday that we must build on the strong 
spirit of unity and make sure that our energies are now focussed, not on internal 
matters, but on building our campaigns and preparing for our national election 
challenge, probably in five months time. However, this will partly depend on the 
response of the party membership in branches to reports from yesterday’s spe¬ 
cial national council. 


Statement agreed unanimously at the 
executive committee meeting on 
Wednesday November 24 and passed 
by the special national council 
meeting on Saturday November 27 


Part one 

National council recognises the 
difficult decisions faced by the 
executive committee at the 
November 9 special executive 
committee meeting. This NC 
supports the unanimous deci¬ 
sions made at that meeting 
concerning the convenor’s po¬ 
sition. 

85 for; 20 against. 

Part two 

The SSP national council con¬ 
firms its acceptance of the res¬ 
ignation of Tommy Sheridan 
MSP from the post of national 
convenor. 

Tommy remains a valued 
member of the most dynamic 
team of MSPs in the Scottish 
parliament The national council 
completely dismisses the ru¬ 
mours that have circulated in 


the press that Tommy’s resignation 
was provoked by a leadership chal¬ 
lenge, a factional power struggle or 
any other form of internal in-fighting. 
The party remains united in its sup¬ 
port for an independent socialist 
Scotland, its opposition to war and 
racism, and the other policies de¬ 
tailed in our previous election mani¬ 
festos. 

We understand that recent alle¬ 
gations in a Murdoch newspaper 
may be the subject of a future libel 
action by Tommy Sheridan and con¬ 
sequently the Scottish Socialist 
Party does not wish to comment on 
matters concerning the allegation. 

The party will now look at a 
number of options on the question 
of the convenorship in full consul¬ 
tation with party branches and 
members around the country. 

93 for; 10 against (two absten¬ 
tions). 


A number of branches have outstanding motions on issues around the res¬ 
ignation of Tommy Sheridan as party convenor. I would ask the membership in 
these branches to carefully consider the statement that was overwhelmingly 
passed yesterday and decide whether or not there is a possibility that, if the 
motions were to come forward as emergency motions to the next NC on De¬ 
cember 12, we would we be in danger of going back over yesterday’s discus¬ 
sions. I will, therefore, be asking these branches to discuss the matter at a full 
branch meeting and then to let me know whether or not the branch still wants 
the motion presented to national council. Should a branch still wish to present 
the motion, the NC would decide whether or not to accept the motion as an 
emergency. 

It would probably also be useful to consider Tommy Sheridan’s press state¬ 
ment. Tommy himself has had to discuss his resignation as convenor at EC 
meetings and at yesterday’s special national council. We should be aware of 
the acute personal pressure on Tommy and many 
other comrades during these highly sensitive 
discussions. 

We must also be aware that written mo¬ 
tions on these matters will, unfortunately, 
almost inevitably find their way to the press. 

We have already seen how the media will 
use any impression of disunity to attack 
us at this time. 

In an open, democratic party such as 
ours members have the right to raise mo¬ 
tions through their branches. However, 
at a time when the national council has 
just helped the party to start to come 
through the most difficult period in 
our history, I do ask everyone to 
consider and respect the over¬ 
whelming feeling at yesterday’s 
meeting for us now to collec¬ 
tively move on. 

L 



Draw a line 

I wholeheartedly support the SSP executive committee statement agreed at 
today’s meeting. The Scottish Socialist Party has today showed great matu¬ 
rity in reaching a unified position on the way forward. 

I would like to take this opportunity to confirm that my resignation as party 
convenor has nothing at all to do with internal power struggles. There is not 
and never has been any internal squabbles or back-biting about a leadership 
challenge. We are a party of principle and action. 

We have drawn a line under these internal deliberations. I will now work 
alongside the other party MSPs and the wider party membership to campaign 
for justice, equality, peace and socialism. 

Tommy Sheridan MSP 
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Is the crisis over? 


every sense of the word. In the first place, 
although the mass media was told of its ex¬ 
istence, every attendee was banned from 
discussing what was said with the outside 
world - a blanket ban, I believe, which makes 
it extremely tricky for me to refer to it at all, 
other than by addressing information offi¬ 
cially handed out by the party spokesper¬ 
sons. 

All delegates and observers, apart from 
the minutes secretary, Catriona Grant (who 
is not at all neutral in this affair), were 
banned from taking even the most cur¬ 
sory of notes. That means I could only 
offer an inadequate report of such a long 
meeting, with so many speakers, and so 
many complex arguments and disputes 
over facts - that is, if I was permitted to 
give an account of anything that was said 
at that meeting, which I am not. However, 
by choosing my words very, very care¬ 
fully, without identifying any comrade or 
what was said by whom, I think I can give 
a taste of the significance of that meeting, 
of its role in the party’s continuing crisis. 

I do not think it is being kept secret that 
delegates were allowed only one motion 
to vote on. That motion was drawn up by 
the executive and was voted for in two 
parts - neither of which they would allow 
delegates to amend. 

While several emergency motions had 
been rushed through branches (princi¬ 
pally as alternatives to the executive’s mo¬ 
tion), the executive refused point blank to 
let delegates discuss any of these mo¬ 
tions, far less vote on them. One of these 
was passed by 20 members of the three 
Dundee branches, with not a single vote 


against, and has the support of the 
Committee for a Workers’ Interna¬ 
tional. A second has the support of 
the Socialist Worker platform. 

With minor qualifications, I back 
both motions. I would appeal to then- 
proposers to resist all pressure from 
the executive to withdraw them, al¬ 
though they should keep an open 
mind where amendments are con¬ 
cerned. Provided the CWI and SW 
platform stay firm, both motions will 
be voted on at the next national coun¬ 
cil on December 12, and I will do what¬ 
ever I can in the intervening period 
to persuade delegates to back these 
motions. 

The party’s executive, desperate 
to draw a line under the whole busi¬ 
ness, won the vote at the emergency 
national council on Saturday, imme¬ 
diately releasing the margin of victory 
to the media. The executive majority 
obviously intends to present the four 
to one vote for the first part of their 
motion, and the nine to one vote for 
the second part, as all the endorse¬ 
ment they could possibly require. 
Wishful thinking, I’m afraid. 

Given the scale of our party’s cri¬ 
sis, the national council was effec¬ 
tively battered into submission. After 
all, how could such an extraordinary 
meeting possibly have broken up to 
tell the waiting journalists that no 
agreement was possible? Given the 
fact that the executive has promised 
to allow the CWI and SW platform 
motions to be voted on at the next 


national council in a fortnight’s time 
(along with who knows how many other 
motions), many comrades undoubt¬ 
edly felt able to give the executive a 
face-saving (but potentially extremely 
short-lived) vote of confidence. A fur¬ 
ther difficulty for those of us who ar¬ 
gued against the executive’s motion 
was the fact that Tommy Sheridan leant 
his support to both parts, which makes 
it all the more remarkable that anyone 
voted against. 

The executive’s motion lumped to¬ 
gether many different points that gave 
virtually everyone something they des¬ 
perately wanted. This motion was a 
carefully crafted compromise that at¬ 
tempted to unite the party, at any rate 
the overwhelming majority of the party. 
Unfortunately, this unity is on far too 
shaky a basis. Those who fell into line 
are akin to ostriches voting to bury 
their heads in the sand, praying that the 
press corps is too incompetent to ask 
the obvious questions. 

On the polar extremes of the party on 
the Tommy Sheridan question’, voting 
for this motion must have felt like swal¬ 
lowing a sugar-coated pill, with both 
sides gambling that it is the other lot 
who are allowing their craving for sugar 
to override their fear of being fatally poi¬ 
soned. 

I suspect that a majority of those who 
voted for this motion were far less 
focussed on which side was right. Their 
main concern is no doubt to heal the 
wounds, and as rapidly as possible. 
They obviously hope that the wronged 
side will make sacrifices for the good of 
the party as a whole, rather than pur¬ 
sue vendettas, however legitimate their 
feelings of betrayal. 

The instincts of the latter group (the 
conciliators) are very healthy and ma¬ 
ture, and entirely praiseworthy. How¬ 
ever, we will not be in a position to unite 
on a stable basis unless and until the 
party learns the lessons of what has 
gone so spectacularly wrong in the re¬ 
cent past. 

Even if Tommy has resigned himself 
to a less prominent role in the party for 
a year or so (and that would appear to 
be the case), the party has to decide if it 
made a mistake in deposing him. In my 
opinion there is absolutely no question 
that it did, and I will not rest until I per¬ 
suade the majority of the party why that 
is so • 

Tom Delargy 
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■Which road? 

The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to serve those in the 
workers’ movement who had no interest in revolution, those who preferred 
compromise with capitalism rather than its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter Taaffe’s group 
and lays the groundwork necessary for drafting a revolutionary programme. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the USSR from Stalin’s 
monocratic dictatorship to the twists and turns of Gorbachev’s perestroika and 
Yeltsin’s counter-coup. Throughout there is a stress on the necessity of de¬ 
mocracy. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. Particular at¬ 
tention is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycottism and their strategy for revo¬ 
lution. Vital for principled activists. 

£4.95/€7.50 

■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and centralism? Jack Conrad 
explores this thorny issue in his historically significant argument against a dis¬ 
gruntled minority who deserted the CPGB in 1992. 

£4.95/€7.50 

■A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anti-submission’ to the Tory government’s 1992 coal 
review. The case is made for working class self-activity and socialism. Arthur 
Scargill famously disowned it. 

£1.00/€1.50 

■ Remaking Europe 

Jack Conrad’s book argued for the Socialist Alliance to move to a higher or¬ 
ganisational and political stage. Drawing on an extensive study of history, this 
work presented the case for a party firmly based on a Marxist programme and 
the mles and methods of democratic centralism. 

£5.00/€7.50 

Buy all 6 books for £20/€30 and save £9.80/€l6 
Delivery free within the United Kingdom 


Please send me a copy of: 

Which road? □ 

From October to August □ 

In the enemy camp □ 

Problems of communist organisation □ 
A plan for miners □ 

Remaking Europe □ 
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STOP THE WAR 


Sheffield 

Opposite 


illusions 



Size isn’t everything 

Hackney 

Difficult questions 


O n Thursday November 23 
around 70 people gathered for 
a meeting organised by Shef¬ 
field University Stop the War Coalition. 
Included amongst them were CPGB, 
Socialist Workers Party, Socialist Party 
and Workers Power members, as well 
as many unaffiliated individuals. After 
a few technical problems with the 
sound system the meeting got under¬ 
way, chaired by a prominent local SWP 
member. 

The first speaker was Dr Saloum 
Ismael, a member of Doctors for Iraqi 
Society and eyewitness of recent 
events in Fallujah. In a harrowing 
speech he outlined his interpretation of 
the assault, claiming the British media 
had showed “less than one-10th of the 
tip of iceberg”. Despite being a doctor 
Ismael was arrested several times, his 
house raided four times and both him 
and his father subjected to degrading 
treatment. Since entering Fallujah in 
March Ismael witnessed systematic 
abuses, such as the closing of the 
bridge to the hospital, the bombing of 
civilians (50% of casualties were 
women), the cutting of water supplies 
and the destruction of 20 mosques. 
Compelling photographic evidence 
substantiated many of these claims. In 
terms of casualties Dr Ismael gives fig¬ 
ures of 750 killed and 1,800 injured. In 
addition there are 50,000 refugees with 
little food and insufficient shelter - a dire 
position with winter approaching and 
reports of typhoid outbreaks. 

Ismael claimed that the occupation 
was creating unity amongst Iraqis and 
that supposed divisions and the risk of 
civil war between sunni and shi’ite had 
been largely fabricated by America. 
Tme, it is in US interests not only to sow 
divisions, but to exaggerate them so as 
to stress its own role as ‘peacemaker’ 
and ‘bringer of democracy’, but that 
should not lead anti-imperialists to pre¬ 
tend such divisions do not exist. Over¬ 
all, however, Ismael offered important 
insights into events in Fallujah, al¬ 
though it was not backed up by any real 
political analysis other than quoting 
Noam Chomsky. Ismael’s answers to the 
‘What can we do?’ type of question 
were to promote “awareness” and “try 
to help people”. 

The next speaker was Tom 
Whitaker, a member of the Stop the 
War Coalition’s steering committee 
and the National Union of Students. 
Whitaker gave the usual pacifist-type 
speech on how war is bad, 100,000 
killed, etc, but again no real examina¬ 
tion of the political and economic ba¬ 
sis of the war and occupation. He made 
the point that the combination of the 
anti-war movement and the Iraqi resist¬ 
ance was “holding in check” the im¬ 
perialist ambitions of Bush and his 
neo-conservative clique. 

The main thrust of Whitaker’s 
speech was to emphasise the need to 
build the London demonstration called 
for March 19, the international day of 
action declared by the European Social 
Fomm. Certainly we should mobilise for 
this demonstration, but surely the fun¬ 
damental lesson of the February 15 2003 
demonstration was that we did not stop 
the war. Particularly in a state with such 
a huge democratic deficit numbers on 
the streets alone are not enough. Ac¬ 
cording to Whitaker, our role was to try 
and get “our” government to bring 
“our” troops home. Of course we 
should be calling for the imperialist 
forces to be withdrawn (from all coun¬ 
tries), but on a working class, interna¬ 
tionalist basis, not that of implying 
some common, cross-class ‘national 
interest’. 


The final speaker was Labour MP 
Alan Simpson. His speech was typical 
left Labour fare, replete with illusions in 
the United Nations and the Geneva 
convention as vehicles for progressive 
social change. Perhaps rather incon¬ 
gruously comrade Simpson stated of 
Iraq: “If I was there, I would be in the 
resistance.” Yes, but which specific 
component of “the resistance” should 
working class politicians support? 

Bemoaning the American election re¬ 
sults, Simpson criticised Kerry’s failure 
to embrace an anti-war position (“crap 
results between crap candidates in a 
dodgy election”). He called for the with¬ 
drawal of pension funds from the USA 
as a way of pressurising George Bush 
(“If we stop paying, they have to stop 
playing”). Surely in that case “we” 
should withdraw hinds from Britain too. 

Frankly there is a degree of clutch¬ 
ing at straws in all this - hardly surpris¬ 
ing in the absence of a confident 
working class movement. However, the 
truth is the only way imperialism can be 
defeated is through the efforts of the 
international working class, first and 
foremost in the exploiter countries them¬ 
selves. Which then is the correct path 
- propaganda for revolutionary defeat¬ 
ism or liberal phrase-mongering? 

Simpson quoted Tony Benn as say¬ 
ing there were “too many socialist par¬ 
ties and not enough socialists” - the 
conclusion we were supposed to draw 
being that the left had failed and should 
be considered irrelevant, and that the 
answer lay within Labourism. I could not 
agree more with the Benn quote, which 
is precisely why Britain needs one work¬ 
ers ’ party operating on the principles 
of democratic centralism. 

Only 10 to 15 minutes were allowed 
for contributions from the floor. Alistair 
Tice, full-time Socialist Party activist, 
was the first to speak and emphasised 
the role of the trade unions in Iraq. 
Whilst clearly the unions are an impor¬ 
tant area for the left in general, the So¬ 
cialist Party’s overemphasis on them is 
indicative of its economistic outlook. 
Several speakers, prominent SWPers 
included, gave typical back-slapping 
speeches. One student member of Shef¬ 
field University Stop the War Coalition 
called for opposition to all armed resist¬ 
ance, claiming: “If there wasn’t one gun 
in Fallujah, they wouldn’t have attacked 
it.” 

Such idealistic pacifism is just as im¬ 
potent as the approach of the SWP and 
the like - giving uncritical (if sometimes 
unspoken) support to all those ele¬ 
ments, however reactionary, engaged 
in fighting the US-UK forces. For exam¬ 
ple, one comrade challenged Tom 
Whitaker to answer the question, 
“Does the Stop the War Coalition sup¬ 
port the armed resistance?” Whitaker 
said the STWC supported the Iraqi 
people “in whatever methods they 
chose to use”. 

The central question in Iraq is the 
building of a mass-based political 
movement, led by the working class, to 
defeat the occupation and, of course, 
in current circumstances it is absolutely 
essential that such a movement be 
armed - not only to defend itself against 
the imperialists, but also against the re¬ 
actionary islamists and Ba’athists. 

A number of people, myself in¬ 
cluded, were not called to speak and 
there was very little by way of concrete 
answers from the platform speakers in 
their replies. I am aware the meeting 
had overrun and that the room had 
only been booked for a certain time, 
but this is not an excuse for stifling de¬ 
bate • 

Ted North 


T he Stop the War Coalition appears to 
be making efforts to re-ignite the cam¬ 
paign against the occupation of Iraq. The 
November 29 public meeting in Hackney 
was part of a series being held nationally 
whose main focus is to build for the 
March 19 demonstration as part of a glo¬ 
bal day of action. There is also a ‘national 
day of disobedience’ planned in Febru¬ 
ary. As usual the emphasis is on size and 
the mood of the main component part of 
the STWC, the Socialist Workers Party, 
is determinedly short-termist. 

The 100 or so people present heard 
from a variety of speakers. Sami 
Ramadani, an Iraqi political exile known 
for his critical articles in The Guardian 
and Socialist Worker , began by calling 
for the immediate withdrawal of occupa¬ 
tion troops. He argued that the war de¬ 
pended on lies and distortions and that 
the existence of terror gangs in Iraq had 
been greatly exaggerated. He also be¬ 
lieved that the gangs who killed Marga¬ 
ret Hassan and other hostages formed a 
tiny minority and did not have the sup¬ 
port of the people. In fact it was far more 
to the advantage of the occupation 
forces to have such killings take place, 
as it helped feed their propaganda about 
the ‘war on terror’. The CIA are running 
a massive operation in Iraq and it may 
well be that these killings form part of that 
operation, he claimed. 

He also described what he called a ‘di¬ 
vide and rule’ tactic, where the occupa¬ 
tion forces postponed attacks on the 
southern cities and targeted Fallujah and 
Baghdad. They wanted to portray them¬ 
selves as the custodians of peace. In fact 
the opposite was tme and the longer the 
allied forces stayed in Iraq, the longer the 
war would go on. 

Eddie Cherry of UK Veterans for Peace 
joined him on the platform. This organi¬ 
sation was set up very recently and 


works with Military Families Against 
War. He spoke with anger and passion 
about the situation for working class 
men who have joined the army. Many 
ordinary soldiers are not given standard- 
issue body armour - leading to a number 
of deaths, including that of Gordon Gen¬ 
tle, whose mother, Rose, has been cam¬ 
paigning for the troops to be brought 
back since he was killed. Cherry tried to 
show “the other side of being in the 
army” - the high suicide rate among vet¬ 
erans as well as the 9,000 who suffer from 
Gulf War Syndrome. Those who did not 
want to fight in this “illegal and horrific 
war” should exercise their right to con¬ 
scientious objection and refuse to go. 

Ewa Jasiewicz, an activist from the Iraq 
Occupation Focus who had spent eight 
months in Iraq, then spoke about the pri¬ 
vatisation and business deals being im¬ 
posed by the puppet government. She 
gave the example of ‘order 39’, which 
privatised the oil industry and allowed 
100% profit repatriation to overseas com¬ 
panies. Income tax for companies oper¬ 
ating within Iraq has been reduced from 
45% to a mere 15%. She described what 
she called the “bomb and build” tactic 
and the ensuing suffering of the Iraqi 
people as their rights are trampled on. 

Chris Nineham rounded off the speak¬ 
ers list. He talked about the news black¬ 
out and the lack of any balanced 
reporting. However, he believed that the 
resistance was growing in strength. So 
too was the opposition to the war in Brit¬ 
ain. He mentioned a recent poll, which said 
that 57% of people are against the war. 
This was far more than in 2003, when the 
mass demonstrations took place. He be¬ 
lieved that the Blair government was add¬ 
ing to the opposition by their so-called 
‘war on terror’. This had caused tension 
and polarisation and it was all leading to 
a massive outburst of anger. He was cer¬ 


tain that this would result in a major dem¬ 
onstration on March 19. 

As usual the debate from the floor was 
dominated by SWP members with pre¬ 
set contributions. Julie Waterson and 
others refused to concede that there 
were difficult issues. What then should 
the STWC’s attitude be towards 
kidnappings and videoed executions? 
What about the Iraqi trade union move¬ 
ment? What about the danger of another 
Iran? And surely the anti-war movement 
needs to become a movement for democ¬ 
racy if it is going to challenge the sys¬ 
tem that produces and fosters war. All 
this was dismissed by Chris Nineham 
and other SWP members who believe 
that the movement is everything and the 
final aim nothing. 

Certainly, it seems that the mood is 
hardening, particularly among military 
families. A member of the local Territo¬ 
rial Army was present and anxious to get 
involved. Military Families Against War 
will be targeting all local TA headquar¬ 
ters over the next few months in an ef¬ 
fort to win them over. But there are 
important arguments yet to be won, not 
least within the trade union movement. 
Principal among these has got to be the 
issue of whether there should be a 
phased withdrawal in the line with the 
requirements of imperialism or the call for 
troops out now. It is certainly not the case 
that simply by building demonstrations 
we will win the struggle. What about the 
political alternative? There was no men¬ 
tion or sign of Respect. It appears that it 
has been sidelined until after March 19. 

If the initiative to rebuild the movement 
is to be serious, it must tackle difficult 
questions. To begin with, the leadership 
of the STWC must allow democracy 
within its ranks so that these burning 
issues can be debated • 

Anne Me Shane 
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UKRAINE_ 

A curious sort of revolution 



T he last two weeks have seen an 
acute political crisis in Ukraine. 
Hundreds of thousands have 
been on the streets. In Kiev they 
have been supporters of opposition 
leader Viktor Yushchenko protesting 
electoral fraud in the November 21 sec¬ 
ond round run-off of the presidential elec¬ 
tions. In eastern Ukrainian cities, they 
have been supporters of his supposedly 
victorious opponent, Viktor Yanukovich, 
the prime minister and chosen heir of 
current president Leonid Kuchma. 

The head of the Ukrainian army, Alex¬ 
ander Kuzmuk, has said that troops 
would not use force to disperse the Kiev 
protesters, and the head of the SBU se¬ 
cret police has appeared on a platform 
with Yushchenko. The state appears 
paralysed, and Ukraine’s central bank has 
imposed limits on withdrawals from bank 
accounts. On the other side, governors 
in the eastern part of the country have 
called for local referendums to establish 
a federal system with autonomy for their 
regions, and threatened more or less 
openly to secede and join Russia. 

On the face of things Ukraine appears 
to be in the grip of revolution: crowds 
on the streets, the military unwilling to 
restore order, threats of break-up of the 
state ... 

But it is a curious sort of revolution. 
The autonomous creativity of the broad 
popular masses, characteristic of social 
revolutions, is some way from appear¬ 
ing. Instead, in Kiev what we have is well 
funded and controlled events: the op¬ 
position aims to repeat the “velvet revo¬ 
lutions” which have happened or been 
attempted in several eastern European 
countries. The US think-tank Global Se¬ 
curity comments: “The campaign is an 
American creation, a sophisticated exer¬ 
cise in branding and marketing that, in 
four countries in four years, was used 
to salvage rigged elections and topple 
unsavoury regimes. They emerged from 
the anti-Milosevic student movement, 
Otpor, meaning ‘resistance’. Officially, 
the US government spent $41 million on 
the year-long operation to get rid of 
Milosevic in 1999. Experience gained in 
Serbia, Georgia and Belarus was used in 
the effort to beat the regime of Leonid 
Kuchma. In the so-called ‘velvet revo¬ 
lutions’ in these three countries, US 
ambassadors played a leading role. In 
Ukraine, the US budget is said to be 
around $14 million” (http://www.global- 
security.org/military/world/ukraine/ 
politics.htm). 

In eastern Ukraine, the spontaneity of 
the demonstrations is equally question¬ 
able. In cities still dominated by Soviet- 
model industries and Soviet-model 
patron-client chains, the oligarch pa¬ 
trons have called their clients onto the 
streets to support their presidential can¬ 
didate. 

Oligarchs, interests and 
ideologies 

The two sides in this struggle are singu¬ 
larly unattractive. An opposition sup¬ 
porter is quoted in The Guardian as 
saying: “Nobody who has been in the 
business climate of Ukraine over the 
past decade can say they are totally 
clean” (November 30). 

Yushchenko was prime minister in 
2000-2001, when President Kuchma’s 
regime is said to have organised the 
murder of a journalist who exposed 
murky dealings; his deputy Yulia 
Tymoshenko was arrested on corruption 
charges in January 2001 and is currently 
wanted for extradition for bribery by the 
Russian government. Several commen¬ 
tators have remarked that leaders of the 
opposition desperately want political 
power to protect them from various crimi¬ 
nal charges which might otherwise come 
to trial. The ‘Our Ukraine’ bloc they lead 
is unambiguously a centre-right forma- 


Kiev: singing in the snow 

tion, which includes elements of the far 
right; one of their newspapers saw fit to 
publish the remarkable flight of fantasy 
that the 1941 German invasion of Ukraine 
(part, in reality, of the invasion of the 
USSR) was organised by the Jews and 
that there were 400,000 Jews in the SS! 
Before he was prime minister, 
Yushchenko was president of the cen¬ 
tral bank. He represents finance capital. 
He is supported by the ‘west’ not be¬ 
cause he is a democrat - he is not - but 
because he proposes to re-impose on 
Ukraine the IMF ‘shock therapy’ which 
stalled in 2001, join Nato and seek EU 
membership. 

Yushchenko’s opponents, however, 
are no more attractive. The Ukrainian 
Communist Party (KPU) is a red-brown 
Russian nationalist formation like the 
Communist Party of the Russian Federa¬ 
tion. Other groups which pretend to be 
‘left’, like the Social Democratic Party of 
Ukraine, are simple political expressions 
of oligarchs who made their fortunes in 
the partial privatisations following the 
fall of the USSR (see Christopher Ford 
‘Ukraine’s Counterfeit Left’, http:// 
www.spectrezine.org/resist/ 
Ukraine.htm). The oligarch parties sup¬ 
ported the 2000 repeal of the law protect¬ 
ing trade union rights. Since 1999 
President Kuchma has balanced 
Bonapartistically between the oligarchs 
which demand preservation of subsidies 
and monopolies to protect their interests 
and the advocates, like Yushchenko, of 
a fuller opening to western capitalism. 
His regime has been increasingly char¬ 
acterised by a turn to murder and intimi¬ 
dation of oppositionists and the 
exploitation of media control. 

Great power 
manoeuvres? 

The hand of the USA is unambiguously 
present in the Yushchenko campaign 
and the Kiev demonstrations. It is nei¬ 
ther doubted by anyone except blind 
ideologues, nor denied by the US. 
Equally, Russian president Vladimir 
Putin poured funds and resources into 
the Yanukovich campaign and gave it 
political support. Commentators for vari¬ 
ous reasons hostile to US foreign policy, 
like Jonathan Steele {The Guardian No¬ 
vember 26) and John Laughland {The 
Guardian November 27, and elsewhere) 
have played up the US involvement: 
what is going on is nothing but great- 
power rivalries playing out in Ukrainian 
politics, they say. Other authors in that 
paper have criticised them; and similar 
debates have occurred elsewhere in the 
British media. 

The ‘great-power rivalries’ interpreta¬ 
tion is largely followed in two recent left 
accounts of the crisis - Niall Mulholland’s 
on the website of the Taaffe Socialist 
Party’s Committee for a Workers’ Inter¬ 
national (http ://www. socialistworld.net/ 
index2.html?/eng/2004/l 1/ 
24ukraine.html); and Peter Schwarz on 
the US Northite Socialist Equality Par¬ 
ty’s World Socialist Web Site (http:// 


www. wsws. org/articles/2004/nov2004/ 
ukr-n25.shtml). 

For commentators in the mainstream 
media hostile to Russia, Putin’s activity 
is merely a continuation of the long tra¬ 
dition of Great Russian imperialism (not 
in the Marxist sense of this term) extend¬ 
ing back to the Muscovite acquisition 
of Ukraine as a subordinate fief in the 17th 
century: the US is defending democracy 
and Ukrainian national self-determina¬ 
tion. For those hostile to US policy, what 
is involved is either US imperialism (also 
in a non-economic sense) meddling in 
other countries’ internal affairs 
(Laughland), or the continuation of a 
cold war policy of encircling Russia 
(Steele). On the left, Schwarz tends to an 
untheorised pro-Russian line, while 
Mulholland explains the crisis as result¬ 
ing from the competing imperialist inter¬ 
ests of the US and Russian capital - this 
time in a Marxist sense. 

Figuring out what the US and Russian 
regimes are up to behind the ideological 
smokescreens is not wholly straightfor¬ 
ward. The current US regime certainly 
does intend to create in eastern Europe 
regimes committed to the ‘free market’: 
ie, both frilly open to penetration by glo¬ 
bal finance capital and opposed to the 
social democratic regulatory policies 
which remain common in continental 
western Europe. 

The Washington neo-conservatives 
see this as part of a global mission which 
will secure US global dominance in the 
21st century. Nailing down control of 
Eurasia is strategically central. But this 
utopian fantasy is in the process of com¬ 
ing apart in Iraq. 

The US has more immediate strategic 
interests which also point in the direc¬ 
tion of the course the US has followed 
in Georgia and Ukraine. Creating ‘free- 
marketeer’ regimes in eastern Europe 
tends as much to ‘encircle’ the Franco- 
German axis in the EU as it does to encir¬ 
cle Russia. Immediately, the outbreak of 
crisis in Ukraine forces the French and 
German regimes to choose between the 
eastern enlargement of the EU and its 
‘democratic’ ideology, and the tentative 
Chirac-Schroder-Putin axis formed 
round the Iraq war. The issue reportedly 
poisoned the November 25 EU-Russia 
summit meeting. 

Steele’s idea of a continuing policy of 
encircling Russia seems more remotely 
but still possibly relevant. Given the 
deep crisis of the Russian economy and 
society, Russia does not seem to present 
any sort of short-term threat to US domi¬ 
nance. That very crisis, however, might 
conceivably lead to a return of full Sta¬ 
linism in Russia - in which case the inte¬ 
gration of Ukraine into Nato would be a 
substantial strategic advantage to the 
US. 

From the Russian side, the very debil¬ 
ity of the economy must cast serious 
doubt on the idea that what is involved 
is imperialism in the Marxist sense. What 
is true, however, is that Ukraine was not 
just another eastern European glacis 


state with its own ‘planned economy’ 
like Poland or Czechoslovakia. Its infra¬ 
structure, economy and politics were 
frilly integrated into the USSR. This fact 
creates both an interest of the Ukrainian 
oligarchs in good relations with Russia, 
and a Russian interest in a friendly 
Ukraine. Further, conventional foreign 
and military policy analysis must imply 
that Russia as a ‘perhaps capitalist’ state, 
just as much as the USSR, would be 
threatened by direct US control of 
Ukrainian politics and integration of 
Ukraine into the US-led alliance systems. 
Finally, the ideology of Russian nation¬ 
alism points Moscow in the same direc¬ 
tion: Ukraine was for 300years not merely 
a colony but a part of Russia, and a sub¬ 
stantial part of its population is Russian- 
speaking. 

Third camp? 

It would be plainly worthless for the 
working class in the Ukraine or interna¬ 
tionally to support either the ‘democratic’ 
camp of Yushchenko or the pseudo-left 
camp of Yanukovich. It would be equally 
worthless to support either the manoeu¬ 
vres of Washington or those of Mos¬ 
cow in this struggle. The CWI correctly 
called for workers to support neither side 
in the presidential election mn-off, and 
is now - equally correctly - calling for the 
whole election to be remn and for a strug¬ 
gle for an independent workers’ candi¬ 
date (Rob Jones, ‘Neither Yanukovich or 
Yushchenko ’, http ://www.socialist- 
world.net/). Mulholland’s article adds at 
its end a brief action programme. 
Schwarz, similarly, calls in the abstract for 
“an independent political movement of 
the working population, based on a so¬ 
cialist programme, not only in Ukraine, 
but throughout Europe”. 

The trouble is that there is not such 
a third camp of class independence. 
The workers’ movement in Ukraine is 
still paying the price for its political ex¬ 
propriation by Stalinism - and the ide¬ 
ology that the party as the ‘most 
advanced part’ represents the working 
class; and the leadership as the ‘most 
advanced part’ represents the party. 
The same is true elsewhere in the 
former Soviet Union and eastern Eu¬ 
rope, and, indeed, in a less catastrophic 
form throughout the world. 

The usual starting point for a strug¬ 
gle for class independence is the trade 
union struggle. But in a society emerg¬ 
ing from Stalinism and its collapse, the 
trade unions are not merely subject to 
repression, but massively weakened by 
economic crisis and ideologically disa¬ 
bled by the past. A political ‘left’ which 
clings to the defence of the Stalinist past 
as representing a better economic situa¬ 
tion for the workers will inevitably be¬ 
come, as has the Ukrainian ‘left’, an 
expression of the interests not of the 
workers but of oligarch groups. 

The starting point for the struggle for 
class independence therefore needs to 
be in relation to the current political 
struggle. This implies two cardinal 


points: the struggle for political democ¬ 
racy, and a clear approach to the national 
question. 

Political democracy 

The Yushchenko camp is not one of 
democrats. But it has raised the political 
banner of democracy and an independ¬ 
ent workers’ movement would need to 
say: yes, we want democracy; we are 
utterly opposed to vote-rigging in all its 
forms, to the murder of independent 
journalists, party leaders, and so on, and 
to the abuse of government media to 
campaign for one side in this election. 
But we are also opposed to the whole 
idea of the direct election of presidents 
and other government officials. That is 
not democracy, but elective monarchy. 
The Yushchenko/Yanukovich play-off 
is a fine example of how undemocratic it 
is: just like Chirac-Le Pen in France and 
Bush-Kerry in the US. 

Yes, let us begin to have democracy. 
That means democracy from top to bot¬ 
tom of the society. Down with the secret 
police and other arms of government 
control: let us have a popular militia. 
Down with the oligarchs who control 
state enterprises and media: let us have 
election and compulsory term limits on 
officials and managers and a duty, as in 
Athens, to show that when you leave 
office you are no better off than when 
you started in post. 

The national question 

The Yanukovich camp has raised the 
national question in the form of sugges¬ 
tions that the Russian-speaking eastern 
regions should have autonomy and 
might secede. Those fine ‘democrats’, 
Yushchenko and Tymoshenko, have 
demanded that those regional gover¬ 
nors who raised this issue should be 
prosecuted. 

The communist view of this question 
is that we are in general opposed to frag¬ 
menting the working class into ever 
smaller units along national lines; but if 
national groups do demand to secede, 
we are for allowing peaceful secessions 
- ‘the right to self-determination’ - as far 
as possible. 

For these reasons we would have 
opposed Ukraine’s 1991 secession from 
the USSR. The USSR had an integrated, 
albeit chaotic, economy, and its break¬ 
up merely fragmented the working class. 
The price can be seen in the national 
contradictions within the fragments. We 
would be for a reconfederation of the 
states of the former USSR, on the basis 
of the equality of nationalities. 

It might be said that Ukraine voted to 
secede and the Russian-speaking popu¬ 
lation of eastern Ukraine are now 
‘bound’ by that decision. Or it might be 
said - it has been said by some support¬ 
ers of the Yushchenko camp in the west¬ 
ern media - that the Russian speakers are 
merely colons or tools of Great Russian 
imperialism. Neither of these arguments 
is valid. If, as the Ukrainian crisis plays 
out, the Russian speakers of the east 
wish to secede - either to join Russia or 
to set up their own state - they should 
have the right to do so. Again, it must 
be stressed that communists should not 
advocate such an outcome. 

This is an important matter, because 
it is quite possible further down the line 
that Yushchenko with the backing of the 
US will become president, that the east¬ 
ern oligarchs will resist, using Russian 
nationalist rhetoric, and that a 
Yushchenko regime will use or attempt 
to use force and appeal to the ‘west’ for 
support against Russia. The workers’ 
movement in this country and else¬ 
where needs to stand ready if neces¬ 
sary to oppose the actions our own 
governments might take in this situa¬ 
tion # 

Mike Macnair 
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Decline, paranoia and 


A round 150 Socialist Workers 
Party comrades attended the 
national conference, held 
this year at Islington Green 
school in north London. Beginning on 
the morning of Saturday November 27, 
the final session took place on Sunday 
evening, November 28. 

Over the last few months the central 
committee has faced a growing chorus, 
initiated by a group of prominent stal¬ 
warts, to reveal membership figures 
and Socialist Worker circulation. 
Amazingly such information is not 
given out as a matter of course. After 
many refusals and much prevarication 
it was finally decided to give way - at 
least when it comes to membership. On 
Sunday, Susanne Jeffrey, speaking for 
the central committee, claimed that there 
were 4,240 “registered members” and 
3,345 current members. 

However, the delegate ratio is one for 
every 10 “registered members” ( Pre¬ 
conference bulletin Nol) and the cen¬ 
tral committee’s dozen members 
automatically attend. So, taking into ac¬ 
count technical workers and the hand¬ 
ful of invited visitors, a more accurate 
figure can be hazarded. The SWP is 
more likely to have around 1,200 mem¬ 
bers in total. Whatever the truth, there 
has been a sharp fall from the heady 
days when the comrades used to boast 
of having 9,000 fighters for Cliffism. 

The massive anti-war upsurge in 
2003, the launch of Respect in January, 
the Euro and London elections in June 
and the European Social Fomm in Oc¬ 
tober - nothing has stemmed the SWP’s 
decline. In fact such political opportu¬ 
nities appear to have accelerated or¬ 
ganisational degeneration. East End 
Offset, built up over a generation of 
hard work and sacrifice, which used to 
print Socialist Worker , had to be sold 
off just to meet pressing debts. Such is 
the financial crisis brought about by 
overspending and the remorseless 
shrinkage of the dues-paying base. 

Contributions to the Pre-conference 
bulletin no longer universally parrot 
John Rees’s heady promise of an immi¬ 
nent “breakthrough”. Nowadays they 
talk modestly, and almost forlornly, of 
having “started to rebuild” (Cardiff), 
“rejuvenating” branches and “re-es¬ 
tablishing the routine of Socialist 
Worker sales” (Sheffield), being “near 
moribund” (Norwich) and “broken 


This year’s SWP annual conference was the smallest for 
many, many years. Nevertheless, reports SW Kenning, 
its significance lies in the increasing signs of discontent 
and latent rebellion 


down” (Hackney) (all from Pre-confer¬ 
ence bulletin No3, 2004). 

Paranoia 

Unlike the well established and familiar 
conferences and congresses of Brit¬ 
ain’s trade unions and political parties, 
the Scottish Socialist Party included, 
the SWP routinely acts on these occa¬ 
sions as if it was illegal and operating 
deep underground. The date, venue and 
proceedings are supposed to be a 
closely guarded secret. 

Delegates were told to meet their dis¬ 
trict organisers outside a certain speci¬ 
fied rendezvous. Only then were they 
told the location of conference. They 
were also warned in advance not to 
wear political regalia or carry copies of 
Socialist Worker with them. Lapel 
badges had to be removed and del¬ 
egates were told to keep toing and 
froing from conference to the barest 
minimum. As a further “security” meas¬ 
ure, all conference documents were 
collected back in at the end. 

Why the fostering of paranoia and a 
laager mentality? It might serve to cre¬ 
ate an air of mystery? Cloak and dag¬ 
ger stuff could possibly excite the 
young, impressionable and inexperi¬ 
enced. Fear of fascist attack is certainly 
used. Years ago British National Party 
goons managed to push past the first 
line of stewards before they were 
ejected. But nowadays none of that 
washes. The BNP wears suits and 
courts respectability. As for the del¬ 
egates, they are mainly middle-aged 
and stopped being excitable youths 
long ago. 

What the central committee is really 
frightened of is being held to account 
and put under the spotlight by a well 
informed, critical membership. That is 
why all requests for the SWP to have 
an e-caucus or even an internal discus¬ 
sion bulletin are aggressively rejected. 
Any and all excuses are used. Toy 
town secrecy and scaremongering 
does, though, serve wonderfully to 
justify the absence of democracy. 
It also creates a policeman 
within the heads of the 
SWP’s own cadre. 
Certainly such meas¬ 
ures have nothing 
whatsoever to with re¬ 
straining the long arm 
of the state. Leave aside 
the ubiquitous bugs 
and other such elec¬ 
tronic devices: MI5 and 
special branch have their 
well ensconced 



agents and assets, surely including in 
the uppermost hierarchy. Doubtless 
they report back in excruciating detail 
to their handlers. Infiltration is easy. 
Even a couple of raw, openly chauvin¬ 
ist BNP teenage moles managed to 
reach district level after only a couple 
of months of SWP membership. 

The SWP’s demophobia was in the 
past “tolerated” by the tinkering, re¬ 
formist critics, Martin Pitt (Hammer¬ 
smith) and Anne Kenefeck (Action) - 
apparently it “worked well for us over 
the last 25 years” ( Pre-conference bul¬ 
letin No2). They slavishly reason that 
in the 1980s “downturn” the “party had 
to be ‘reined in’, bound tightly together 
and strictly disciplined with decision¬ 
making concentrated in the centre.” 
Supposedly the SWP was “fighting for 
nothing less” than its “very existence 
as the authentic Marxist tradition”. To 
prevent splits and a haemorrhaging of 
membership “any hint of division, any 
whisper of criticism, had to be dealt with 
decisively”. 

The SWP was saved in the 1980s, 
that is true. But as what? Comrades Pitt 
and Kenefeck admit to systemic bully¬ 
ing, hectoring and the existence of a 
“pecking order”. Those at the bottom, 
the ordinary members, are seen as mere 
“foot soldiers”. Not surprisingly vigor¬ 
ous debate became “rare”, criticism of 
the leadership “came to feel like (and 
probably was) an act of betrayal” and 
a “rosy glow” was put on “the most 
meagre of successes”. 

Paranoia maintains the self-perpetu¬ 
ating central committee and repro¬ 
duces, albeit in smaller and smaller 
numbers, a membership of “foot sol¬ 
diers”. Another associated factor 
which helps explain the cult of secrecy 
is the likelihood that the whole gamut 
of rival left groups would line up their 
phalanxes of paper-sellers outside con¬ 
ference - though SWP members are in 
public notoriously shy of buying non- 
appro ved publications. District organ¬ 
isers and central committee members 
darkly warn against reading the “sec¬ 
tarian press”. 

Here we have damning evidence of 
the closed psychology of a sect. Of 
course, that does not stop the disaf¬ 
fected amongst them - a growing minor¬ 
ity - logging onto the CPGB’s website 
in the privacy of their homes to read the 
Weekly Worker. 

Anyway delegates made their way to 
the Islington Green school with collars 
turned up, hats pulled down, wearing 
their best non-political disguises. It 
would be comical if it were not so sad. 

Bolshevik norms 

Political parties of the working class be¬ 
have very differently. Publicity is not 
something to be shunned, but wel¬ 
comed. Even the ‘official’ Communist 
Party of Great Britain held its biennial 
congresses in the presence of a small 
media posse. 

Apart from one special closed ses¬ 
sion, everything else could be reported 
by the capitalist and leftwing press. 
And mostly it was. Conferences of the 
SSP are likewise held in the open - in¬ 
deed the press and media are made wel¬ 
come and keynote speeches and 
controversial debates feature on Scot¬ 
tish TV news and the front page of The 
Herald , etc. Hopefully the gagging or¬ 


der just imposed by the executive com¬ 
mittee in the wake of Tommy Sheridan’s 
forced resignation as convenor will not 
change that. 

Of course, openness is how it should 
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be for any half-substantial organisation 
of the working class operating in con¬ 
ditions of legality. True, the Bolsheviks 
had to hold some of their conferences 
and congresses abroad - London, 
Stockholm, Prague, Krakow, etc. Severe 
tsarist oppression left them no choice. 
Arrest, Siberian exile and even execu¬ 
tion were the fate of far too many activ¬ 
ists. In order to maintain organisational 
continuity, to protect against spies and 
mass round-ups by the tsarist secret 
police, the okhrana, Lenin argued 
against playing with democracy and for 
the defensive walls centralism. 

But as soon as conditions improved 
and the degree of oppression lessened 
all that was changed. For example, in 
1905 the gates of the party were flung 
wide open and the principle of election 
was put into effect from top to bottom. 

According to Lenin, the Bolshevik 
organisation had to be built on a demo¬ 
cratic basis: “This means that all the 
Party members take part in the election 
of officials, committee members and so 


forth, that all the Party members discuss 
and decide questions concerning the 
political campaigns of the proletariat, 
and that all the Party members deter¬ 
mine the line of tactics of the Party or¬ 
ganisation” (VI Lenin CW Vol 10, 
Moscow 1977, p503). 

During periods of reaction, such as 
1908-12 and 1914-17, the Bolsheviks 
were forced to limit certain democratic 
norms. However, they made every ef¬ 
fort to fully inform the politically con¬ 
scious public of all their debates and 
decisions. Lenin published many arti¬ 
cles and pamphlets against the Men¬ 
sheviks, the Bund, the Socialist 
Revolutionaries. But he also produced 
articles, pamphlets and even weighty 
tomes against internal opponents: eg, 
Materialism and empirico-criticism 
was designed to utterly destroy the left 
liquidationist arguments of his one time 
lieutenant, Bogdanov. 

Members were certainly not obliged 
to parrot the latest central committee 
turn or resolution. They had the right 
to publicly disagree with decisions and 
the right to correct mistakes and short¬ 
comings. That requires ongoing debate 
and the availability of political informa¬ 
tion. Yes, knowledge is power. So, far 
from disputes within the leadership and 
between factions and shades being 
hidden away - as if such things were 
signs of weakness, something to be 
ashamed of - they were highlighted and 
carefully and exhaustively explained in 
the Bolshevik press. Where feasible, 
minutes were published to encourage 
an exact and partisan understanding of 
arguments and alignments. 

Of course, the SWP is legal and can 
operate openly. It is neither persecuted 
nor outlawed. No one is arrested for 
being a member of the SWP. No one is 
exiled to the Outer Hebrides. No one is 
hanged or shot. 

Wheels and cogs 

Conference was tightly regimented. 
This year, unlike last, delegates were in¬ 
structed to sit in district blocs where a 
beady eye could be kept on them by 
their district organisers - now nothing 
but creatures of the leadership. Ac¬ 
cording to the constitution itself, intro¬ 
duced last year at the initiative of John 
Rees, not only are “all full-time organ¬ 
isers” appointed by the central commit¬ 
tee (clause 3c); district organisers 
“represent and are responsible” to the 
central committee (clause 3f). 

The result of all this control-freakery 
is drab conformity and remorseless 
toadyism. Every eight-minute speech 
by a central committee member was du¬ 
tifully applauded on cue. The five- 
minute speeches by the delegates 
themselves are not meant as an oppor¬ 
tunity to test, scold or clash with the 
leadership. Rather delegates are ap¬ 
pointed to deliver praise to the leader¬ 
ship: their wisdom, far-sightedness and 
tireless work. In other words the atmos¬ 
phere is not far removed from Stalin’s 
USSR or the revivalist rallies staged 
nowadays by the Tories and New La¬ 
bour. Yawn. 

Instead of being regarded as the high¬ 
est decision-making body, conference 
is treated instrumentally, as part of a se¬ 
ries of wheels and cogs. The central 
committee and its inner constellation of 
chosen ‘stars’ - Michael Lavalette, Jon¬ 
athan Neale, Colin Barker, Julie Water- 
son, Dave Sherry, etc - have already 
decided everything. Conference exists 
not as a fomm where leading comrades 
honestly and fearlessly thrash out burn¬ 
ing differences, where tmsted repre¬ 
sentatives of the membership have their 
say and finally decide matters through 
a series of often hotly contested votes. 
Instead conference is designed to op- 
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John Molyneux: official opposition 


erate as an echo chamber. The leader¬ 
ship line is announced beforehand from 
on high and is then loyally confirmed 
and endlessly repeated by the carefully 
vetted delegates. Only then is it spoon¬ 
fed back to the membership in the 
branches. 

Such a bureaucratic centralist regime 
can only but engender cynicism above 
and passivity below. Something which 
at last has caused pained calls for 
change in this year’s Pre-conference 
bulletin and even at conference itself. 

Discontent 

The most notable feature of the three 
issues of the Pre-conference bulletin 
were the two short articles by John Mo¬ 
lyneux. Since September he, and a small 
group around him, have been circulat¬ 
ing what amounts to an opposition 
manifesto. Presumably he did not man¬ 
age to get together the necessary 30 
members required under the SWP’s 
constitution to formally establish a pre¬ 
conference faction. 

His first article, ‘Some thoughts on 
Respect’, was rather Aesopian in lan¬ 
guage. Basically he is uncomfortable 
with the SWP operating as the right- 
wing, conservative majority in Respect. 
Not that he is boldly raising the flag of 
revolt against the central committee’s 
popular frontist tactics and strategy. He 
even kids himself that Respect is “to the 
left” of the old Socialist Alliance. 

Nevertheless comrade Molyneux 
earnestly, desperately, looks forward to 
the glorious day when as a minority the 
SWP can once again come out in its full 
revolutionary colours. He certainly 
fears that if Respect enjoys any serious 
electoral success then that will carry 
with it the danger that the left reformist 
“element” will be greatly strengthened 
{Pre-conference bulletin Nol). 

Comrade Molyneux’s other article 
was more blunt, though hardly far- 
reaching in its proposals. He complains 
that the SWP councils and national 
conferences are lifeless. The central 
committee ensures that even the mer¬ 
est hint of opposition is crushed and 
kept safely isolated. Unanimity has 
been the rule for at least the last 15 years. 
Elections to the central committee have 
been uncontested. The central commit¬ 
tee nominates itself. 

This bureaucratic centralism is con¬ 
trasted with the vibrant tradition of the 
Bolsheviks and the Communist Inter¬ 
national before the triumph of Stalinism. 
Comrade Molyneux also points to the 
more democratic practices that charac¬ 
terised the Trotskyite movement dur¬ 
ing the 1930s and 40s and indeed the 
Labour Party before the “Blairite stran¬ 
glehold was established” {Pre-confer¬ 
ence bulletin No2). 


He concludes by asking for speak¬ 
ers to have the right of reply at confer¬ 
ence and the national committee; for 
contested elections to the central com¬ 
mittee; and for branches to have the 
right to submit motions to conference 
once again. Hardly a revolution. But 
then revolutions always begin at the 
top and with calls for tiny, seemingly in¬ 
consequential changes. 

In Pre-conference bulletin a number 
of voices were directly or indirectly 
raised in support. Nick Bird of Lowes¬ 
toft SWP could not understand why the 
SWP voted against the abolition of the 
monarchy in Respect. He wants a lively 
internal democracy and platforms on 
the “model of the SSP” {Pre-conference 
bulletin Nol). Scarborough SWP 
branch came out with similar propos¬ 
als, including “debates and disagree¬ 
ments” being carried out openly 
{Pre-conference bulletin No2). 

Conference 

What of conference? Sadly nothing 
dramatic happened. John Molyneux 
was allowed to speak - and got ap¬ 
plause. However, the central committee 
of John Rees, Alex Callinicos, Lindsey 
German, Chris Bambery, Martin Smith, 
Dave Hayes, Suzanne Jeffrey, Chris 
Nineham, etc remains in total control. 
They and their minions conceded that 
the SWP was “not perfect”, that there 
was “room for improvement”. Alex Cal¬ 
linicos even admitted that it was “hard 
to argue against more democracy”. But, 
presumably liking a challenge, he pro¬ 
ceeded to do just that. 

Chosen members of the central com¬ 
mittee are each given a session to in¬ 
troduce and then oversee the drafting 
of a suitably anodyne motion which 
supposedly sums up what passed for 
debate. Eg, John Rees spoke in the first 
session on Respect and the anti-war 
movement. Amongst the stunning ini¬ 
tiatives announced in his agreed mo¬ 
tion were building the March 19 
demonstration called by the European 
Social Fomm, preparations for the gen¬ 
eral election and plans for the anti-G8 
meeting in Scotland. And that was 
about it. 

The SWP still places much empha¬ 
sis on Respect - though assurances of 
an imminent breakthrough now seem to 
have been punctured by disappoint¬ 
ment. In the May 2004 general election 
Respect is going to stand no more than 
20 to 30 candidates. 

Anyway, as an aside, it is worth not¬ 
ing that conference agreed that Re¬ 
spect “has been formed as a response 
to the demands of the mass anti-war 
movement and has drawn in significant 
numbers of new activists”. The Mus¬ 
lim Association of Britain, the Muslim 


Council of Britain and Daymar (Enverist 
migrants from Turkey) are specifically 
mentioned. 

This was contrasted to the Socialist 
Alliance - which is now viewed within 
top SWP circles as a dreadful experi¬ 
ence. Apparently the SA “was broken 
by its sectarian attitude to the anti-war 
movement”. As if the SWP were not 
dominant in the leadership and respon¬ 
sible for turning the S A on and off like 
a tap. No one ‘broke’ the SA apart from 
the SWP. 

Elections 

Sunday morning began with elections 
to the central committee, the disputes 
committee and the national committee. 
Candy Udwin was nominated by the 
central committee to join its exalted 
ranks. She will serve as treasurer (a 
poisoned chalice). Once again these 
elections were uncontested. That de¬ 
spite Chris Bambery, Socialist Worker 
editor, taunting comrade Molyneux, 
daring him to present an alternative 
slate. He did not rise to the bait. 

Elections to the national committee 
are now a much reduced, pinched, af¬ 
fair. Last year conference elected 50 
members, while the central committee 
nominated the other 50. In terms of the 
Bolshevik tradition, conference should, 
of course, elect 100% of the national 
committee, which in turn would elect the 
central committee and hold it account¬ 
able to the point where individual mem¬ 
bers or the whole lot can be recalled by 
a simple majority vote. But that is not 
how the SWP operates. 

This year a still cowed conference 
agreed to reduce its already limited 
powers. Instead of electing half the na¬ 
tional committee, now it elects only a 
quarter. They were 31 nominations. Due 
to time restraints the results were not 
announced. But why worry? After all 
the national committee is little more than 
a talking shop. 

Anyway, I cannot tell you which 25 
comrades were elected to the national 
committee and which six comrades 
failed to get on. Who failed and who 
succeeded is a story that remains to be 
told. Nonetheless, it should be put on 
record that the central committee nomi¬ 
nated John Molyneux. In other words 
he was automatically ‘elected’ and is 
therefore the leader of the officially ap¬ 
pointed opposition. 

There was something of an adminis¬ 
trative cock-up in this year’s national 
committee elections. One of the com¬ 
rades nominated by the central commit¬ 
tee had already announced that they 
were unwilling to stand. Despite that 
they were still included on the central 
committee slate. The final vote there¬ 
fore had to be postponed. The whole 
thing in fact was a bit of a farce. 

Support 

The rest of Sunday was taken up with 
reports on industrial struggles, Social¬ 
ist Worker , plans for the anti-war move¬ 
ment and an appeal for funds. 


Dave Hayes more or less repeated the 
central committee article in Pre-confer¬ 
ence bulletin No3. The comrade 
bragged that the SWP now holds po¬ 
sitions on national and regional com¬ 
mittees in a range of unions - PCS, 
Amicus, Unison, CWU and Natfhe. 
Moreover, a differentiation is taking 
place within the so-called awkward 
squad and hence there are supposedly 
ample opportunities to build the SWP’s 
fronts around ‘rank and file’ papers 
such as Post Worker and Red Watch. 
He did, though, complain about lack of 
consistent work and urged branches to 
stop flip-flopping from one dispute to 
another. 

This was followed by ‘Where next for 
the anti-war movement?’, introduced 
by a rather puffed-up Lindsey German. 
She began with the obvious. Especially 
with the military assault on Fallujah and 
the continued flare-up of resistance 
Iraq remains a key issue in British poli¬ 
tics. There is a wide body of opinion 
which is “strongly anti-war and anti-oc¬ 
cupation”. This goes to the “heart” of 
the labour and trade union movement. 

She congratulated herself that the 
Stop the War Coalition is “by far the 
largest” political movement in Britain 
today. Even when the movement is in 
one of its “quieter periods”, such as it 
was over the summer, it still mobilises 
“large numbers”. The SWP will there¬ 
fore continue to prioritise - and strive 
to dominate - STWC activity in schools, 
colleges, the unions and in localities. 

Comrade German went on to state 
that “some organisations have never 
supported the STWC.” Her naming of 
the Blairites is hardly a matter of con¬ 
troversy or dispute. Nor the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty, nor the autonomists. 
But what of the CPGB? Has it really 
“tried to wreck the STWC because of 
the SWP’s role in it”? 

Comrade German briefly touched 
upon the thorny question of the armed 
groups in Iraq and their campaign 
against US-UK imperialism. Not surpris¬ 
ingly she gingerly steered round the 
kidnappings and videoed beheadings. 
The SWP, should, she insisted, call for 
troops out and the end of the occupa¬ 
tion as the “main slogans” of the 
STWC. However, the resistance has 
“every right to resist”. There are admit¬ 


tedly “different attitudes” towards this. 
A recent example being Mick Rix, who 
resigned in high dudgeon from the 
STWC’s steering committee in protest 
against the criticisms directed against 
the Iraqi Federation of Trade Unions 
by STWC officers. Despite such in¬ 
stances, the SWP will “argue this posi¬ 
tion” within the STWC. 

The penultimate session was com¬ 
rade Bambery on his revamped Social¬ 
ist Worker. No circulation figures, but 
apart from that everything is splendid 
and bound to get better and better. If 
only. 

The central committee wants Social¬ 
ist Worker to be the “paper of the move¬ 
ment”. In practice what that really 
means is that the content is destined to 
become ever more bland, boring and 
banal. Comrade Bambery aspires to 
hold up a mirror which flatters and de¬ 
ceives. He instinctively recoils from 
anything that smacks of serious and 
sustained debate and controversy - 
crucially from the left. 

What is the movement for him? It is 
what is controlled or controllable by the 
SWP. In truth then, not very much. Has 
the real movement got any decision¬ 
making powers over Socialist Worker’s 
content? Or who its editor is? The an¬ 
swer, is, of course, no. 

The end 

Conference was rounded off by an un¬ 
impressive appeal for funds delivered 
by the newly elevated comrade Udwin. 
It fell rather flat. 

There was, however, no time for the 
debriefing session. This is the agendaed 
final session during which delegates 
are told by a selected central commit¬ 
tee member what should and should not 
be reported back to the branches. 

But then all of that is becoming a bit 
outdated. SWP members increasingly 
rely on the Weekly Worker for informa¬ 
tion. The lies, half-truths and control- 
freakery of the central committee carry 
less and less weight. 

There was no rebellion at the 2004 
conference. Fear still rules. Neverthe¬ 
less from what I gather at least half the 
delegates are at some level in sympa¬ 
thy with comrade Molyneux and his 
plea for “more” democracy. 

Something is changing # 


Candy Udwin: 
poisoned chalice 
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Fight for SWP democracy 

Dave Isaacson responds to a strange article on the Socialist Unity Network website in defence of 
the SWP by an ex-SWP member 



Don’t walk away; fight 


T he Socialist Workers Party has 
featured quite a bit in the Weekly 
Worker of late. One reader of the 
paper, Nigel Palmer of 
Rotherham, recently wrote to say: “I thor¬ 
oughly approve of your obvious orien¬ 
tation towards the SWP. It is an 
appallingly opportunist, centrist organi¬ 
sation, completely lacking in democracy, 
yet it is the largest on the far left in Britain 
... Should the organisation be transformed 
by pressure from within, or should a size¬ 
able fragment break away to form a genu¬ 
inely democratic centralist revolutionary 
party, this would be a major step forward 
for the left in Britain ... Your constant ex¬ 
posure and analysis of the goings-on in 
the SWP ... makes these eventualities that 
much more likely” (Letters Weekly Worker 
November 18). 

Comrade Palmer is not the only reader 
of this paper to notice our “orientation to¬ 
wards the SWP”. Andy Newman, a regu¬ 
lar contributor to the website of the 
Socialist Unity Network, has clearly spot¬ 
ted this trend and has penned a lengthy 
article entitled ‘In defence of the SWP’ 
(www.socialistunitynetwork.co.uk). 
Andy’s piece is an attempted refutation 
of arguments contained within “two ma¬ 
jor articles in the Weekly Worker , the pa¬ 
per of the ambitiously named CPGB, 
attacking the SWP.” He goes on to paint 
a less than accurate picture of the CPGB’s 
internal party life and concludes by com¬ 
paring the SWP in a favourable light. 

Andy, like myself, is a former SWP 
member. One might wonder why a com¬ 
rade who has fairly recently felt the need 
to leave an organisation of which he had 
been a committed member would then go 
on to write a largely uncritical article in its 
defence. In actual fact it is a very com¬ 
mon phenomenon. Almost every ex- 
SWP member I have known has been 
similarly defensive for some time after 
they have left (I include myself in this 
category). This tendency diminishes as 
time goes by and comrades are not usu¬ 
ally so restrained when in the company 
of others who have experienced life in ‘the 
party’. 

It is of course easier to defend every¬ 
thing associated with one’s past rather 
than to critically analyse it. However, this 
will simply lead to repeated mistakes and 
nothing will be learnt. It must be said, 
though, that Andy is not entirely averse 


to criticising some aspects of the SWP’s 
current approach. From his attack on 
the CPGB coupled with his contention 
that “if anything, the SWP is ultra-left”, 
it appears to me that what Andy can¬ 
not tolerate is thorough-going criticism 
of the SWP from its left. 

There is, I believe, much in the SWP 
to defend, but not in the way that Andy 
thinks. Most of all the SWP needs de¬ 
fending from its own rightward-moving 
leadership of John Rees, Lindsey Ger¬ 
man, Chris Bambery, Martin Smith and 
the rest of the committee. Those that 
need to be the core of this defence are 
the membership, and a good start could 
be made by supporting John Mo- 
lyneux’s call for “a more democratic 
culture in the SWP” which features in 
the SWP’s Pre-conference Bulletin 
No2,2004. Specifically comrade Moly- 
neux has stated: “Adoption of the fol¬ 
lowing practices might help: (1) having 
contested CC elections; (2) restoring 
the practice of branch motions to con¬ 
ference; (3) granting, as custom and 
practice, the right of reply to comrades 
who raise significant disagreements at 
conference and other national meet¬ 
ings.” 

Communists wholeheartedly sup¬ 
port all of these elementary demands, 
but believe that our comrades in the 
SWP must go further if their organisa¬ 
tion is to become an effective tool for 
revolution. They must demand full 
rights for permanent factions; a regular 
discussion bulletin; and the opening up 
of Socialist Worker to extensive and 
thorough-going debate. Beyond these 
democratic demands the issue of pro¬ 
gramme must be addressed, otherwise 
party democracy will have to be fought 
for again and again until some other 
vacillating leadership destroys it in or¬ 
der to hold onto power. “Without a pro¬ 
gramme and a democratic internal life, 
the rank and file cannot judge or con¬ 
trol the leadership, nor can they hold it 
to account” (J Conrad Towards a So¬ 
cialist Alliance party London 2001, 
p90). 

So what specifically does our com¬ 
rade, Andy Newman, want to defend 
the SWP from? He takes issue with a 
statement made in the article, ‘Left 
populism and its discontents’, which 
reads: “The SWP has retreated from 


taking a definite, principled stand on is¬ 
sues as diverse as a workers’ representa¬ 
tive receiving a worker’s wage, 
opposition to all immigration controls, re¬ 
publicanism and supporting abortion 
rights” ( Weekly Worker September 23). 

“Is any of this true?” asks Andy, be¬ 
fore going on to “look at each charge in 
turn”. This section of Andy’s article is 
rather weak, as he clutches at straws in 
an attempt to refute the allegations made 
against his erstwhile comrades. Andy 
claims that the SWP has “not retreated 
on the issue of a worker’s wage”: they 
simply have not made it “an issue at this 
stage in Respect”. Well, they certainly 
made an issue of opposing it at the Re¬ 
spect conference. 

Andy also asserts that there has been 
no retreat over the question of immigra¬ 
tion controls: “What they did was op¬ 
pose building this into the founding 
declaration of Respect”, as though this 
is no retreat. Let us just remind ourselves 
of what the Socialist Alliance manifesto 
had to say on this issue: “Why should 
multinational corporations be free to 
move anywhere they like while human 
beings face discrimination and persecu¬ 
tion if they try to do the same thing? The 
Socialist Alliance fights for freedom of 
movement, open borders and an end to 


immigration laws.” The SWP’s current 
position is a clear step backwards and 
to the right. 

On the issue of republicanism Andy 
feels that it was a “mistake” for Respect 
not to adopt it as a policy, “but it is hardly 
the pressing issue of the moment”. He 
is, however, “confident that the next big 
royal event will see the usual scurrilous 
and amusing coverage in Socialist 
Worked ’. Of course, the way in which we 
are mled is always a “pressing issue” for 
socialists and unless the working class 
takes the question seriously it will never 
itself become the ruling class as a step 
to abolishing all classes and hence class 
mle. 

Abortion is an issue over which the 
SWP leadership has clearly felt under 
pressure. The diplomatic silence which 
met George Galloway’s anti-abortion 
comments at the beginning of the year 
could not last for ever. The CPGB en¬ 
sured that the abortion question had to 
be addressed at the Respect conference 
and the SWP had to take some kind of 
position on it. It obviously did not feel 
confident enough to simply vote down 
our motion calling for a woman’s right 
to choose and proposing a campaign to 
extend existing abortion rights to make 
this a reality. It did see to it that this mo¬ 
tion was defeated, but could only get 
away with doing so by formulating its 
own motion on the issue - one which 
claimed to defend a woman’s right to 
choose, yet implied that this right already 
exists. An absolute fudge, which, just like 
the earlier diplomatic silence, cannot last. 

The second Weekly Worker article 
over which Andy feels the need to de¬ 
fend the SWP was one written by my¬ 
self, calling on SWP members to fight for 
greater internal democracy (‘Consider 
your tactics wisely, for yours is not an 
easy fight’, September 9). Andy claims 
that “the description he gives of life in 
the SWP is completely unrecognisable 
to anyone who has been in the organi¬ 
sation”. If, however, one takes the trou¬ 
ble to compare my description to that of 
John Molyneux, it is clear that there is a 
great deal of convergence. Indeed com¬ 
rade Molyneux exposes a number of 
gruesome practices that I failed to men¬ 
tion. 

Add to this the comments of James 
O’Nions, who was a contemporary of 
mine in the Socialist Worker Student 
Society: “The artificial unanimity of all 
party workers, national meetings as tran¬ 
sition belts for the central committee’s 
latest enthusiasm, dissenters jumped 
upon by a series of speakers from the 


leadership, all making unnecessary per¬ 
sonal attacks - these things are all too 
familiar” (Letters Weekly Worker Novem¬ 
ber 25). It seems I am not the only per¬ 
son to have witnessed such practices; 
in fact mine is quite an uncontroversial 
description as far as they go. 

At the core of Andy’s article there 
seems to be a misunderstanding of the 
nature of democratic centralism. It is also 
unclear as to whether he continues to 
give support to this method of organi¬ 
sation. Democratic centralism, the dialec¬ 
tical unity of democracy and centralism, 
is an organisational principle for commu¬ 
nists. There must be freedom for the 
most wide-ranging and thorough debate 
and criticism possible within the revolu¬ 
tionary party. This debate must be con¬ 
ducted openly , in front of the working 
class. 

Andy disagrees. He feels that 
“whether or not the debate is in front of 
the working class is a moot point, as most 
of the working class have better things 
to do than pay attention to what goes 
on in the SWP.” This misses the point 
entirely. To be successful a revolution¬ 
ary party must be rooted in the working 
class and the most class-conscious 
workers must be able to engage with its 
debates, if it is to have any chance of 
winning the majority of that class to the 
ideas of socialist revolution. Just look at 
what happens when these debates are 
not openly reported: SWP members end 
up having to read the Weekly Worker just 
to find out what goes on within their own 
organisation. Of course the majority of 
workers are not interested at the moment 
in “what goes on in the SWP”, but thou¬ 
sands are, otherwise the Weekly Worker 
(not to mention the Socialist Unity Net¬ 
work website) would have a much lower 
readership. 

Also central to democratic centralism 
is the concept of unity in action. Organi¬ 
sation is the surest weapon the working 
class has. If we are to smash the bour¬ 
geois state and create our own workers’ 
state, with the aim of producing a state¬ 
less, classless society of freely associ¬ 
ated producers, then we need the 
highest form of organisation possible - 
a democratic centralist Communist Party. 
We do not demand freedom of discus¬ 
sion and criticism for their own sake: 
central to party democracy is the unity 
in action that must flow from those dis¬ 
cussions. This does not mean, contrary 
to what the SWP’s constitution states, 
that debate and criticism stop once a vote 
is taken on a given issue - the positions 
of the revolutionary party must be con- 


The Communist Manifesto - its relevance for today 

joint school hosted by the Communist Party of Turkey and the Communist Party of Great Britain 



f 


Date: Saturday, December 11, 1.30pm 

Venue: Marx Memorial Library, 37A Clerkenwell Green, 

London EC1 (nearest tube: Farringdon) 

Speakers: TKP, Jack Conrad (CPGB), Hillel Ticktin (editor 
Critique) 

Lenin made a very profound observation when he drew attention 
to the fact that the Communist Manifesto was both the product 
of a “small group of revolutionaries” and “ferment among 
masses”. The first edition appeared just prior to the outbreak of 
the revolutions which swept Europe in that wonderful year 1848. 
But does it - and the programmatic method it embodies - have 
relevance for the struggles of today? This day-school will exam¬ 
ine the increasing importance of this seminal text of Marxism. 














11 


weeny- ^ 

worker 555 December2 2004 


stantly assessed and reassessed. It does 
mean, however, that all members of the revo¬ 
lutionary party accept its discipline and act 
as one in all party actions. This kind of cen¬ 
tralism cannot exist effectively without the de¬ 
mocracy that produces it. 

Andy criticises the CPGB for expelling a 
member who “would not toe the party line and 
vote the right way at a meeting ... The SWP 
simply wouldn’t expel someone over that sort 
of issue.” The SWP leadership simply does 
not have the democratic legitimacy with 
which to exercise this kind of discipline - is a 
symptom of its bureaucratism, not its liberal- 
istic leniency. In fact the leadership would love 
to be able to exert this kind of discipline over 
its members, but if it had simply expelled 
Andy and others for voting the wrong way 
on the Socialist Alliance executive, for exam¬ 
ple - that would have precipitated a huge cri¬ 
sis within the organisation, which would have 
necessarily raised questions about the lead¬ 
ership’s democratic legitimacy. 

Consider this statement from a prominent 
member of the SWP’s central committee: “The 
centralism is the logical outcome of genuinely 
democratic discussion. Issues are debated, 
argued about and sometimes fought over. 
Once they are settled, everyone - regardless 
of their position in the course of the debate - 
has to abide by the decision and act upon it. 
The mass reformist parties may have discus¬ 
sion and debate - but there is little to bind in¬ 
dividual members to particular decisions. So 
discussion has no link with activity, and those 
with different positions go their own way. This 
lack of accountability - for example, among 
Labour MPs who ignore conference deci¬ 
sions with impunity - is in fact highly undemo¬ 
cratic” (L German, ‘The role of the 
revolutionary party’ What do we mean by 
revolution? London 1996, p27). So what’s 
changed, Lindsey? Why should Respect 
MPs be able to ignore conference decisions 
by claiming that abortion is a matter of per¬ 
sonal conscience? 

Another example of the SWP’s inability to 
give effective centralised leadership to its own 
membership is contained in the description 
Andy gives of debate within the SWP. For 
me this was the most interesting part of his 
article and he raised issues that I simply did 
not have the space to go into in my previous 
piece. 

He writes: “Debate certainly does take place 
in the SWP, but it takes place outside and 
alongside the official structures. One of the 
interesting aspects of the SWP is how expe¬ 
rienced and leading comrades pretty much 
work on their own initiative, and these com¬ 
rades network with each other, based on years 
of experience, trust and respect gained work¬ 
ing alongside one another in the workers’ 
movement (often with very real achievement). 
Amongst this layer there is constant informal 
debate. Now I would not idealise this arrange¬ 
ment, and the drawbacks are recognised, and 
I assume the new party structures are partly 
designed to address this ... One of the char¬ 
acteristics of the SWP is the way comrades 
only apply those parts of the perspective they 
want to.” 

This is certainly not the case across the 
board. There are some areas where the lead¬ 
ership is more influential than others - usu¬ 
ally where there are larger concentrations of 
members in one city, where a district organ¬ 
iser can be far more effective. There are, how¬ 
ever, huge areas, such as East Anglia, where 
I was active, and presumably the south west, 
where Andy lives, where the leadership finds 
it particularly difficult to exert its influence. 
This is mainly down to the geography of these 
areas - lots of small to medium-sized towns 
spread out across a large area, often with very 
poor transport linking them. In these circum¬ 
stances the work of a district organiser is hell¬ 
ishly difficult (in fact in East Anglia it is years 
since anyone attempted this job). Under these 
circumstances individual branches are able to 
“work on their own initiative” to a large ex¬ 
tent. 

Andy is right, then, not to “idealise this 
arrangement”. In an organisation where de¬ 
mocracy and debate are a rarity this may seem 
refreshing and liberating, but organisationally 
it creates massive weaknesses. A ‘do what 
you like’ culture leads to anarchistic ineffec¬ 
tiveness. 

If Andy thinks that the “new party struc¬ 
tures” can “address” these problems, then he 
is way wide of the mark. Effective centralism 
and leadership cannot be brought about by 



tinkering: they need the introduction of a vi¬ 
brant democratic culture which connects each 
and every isolated branch and member 
through, amongst other things, an open, 
democratic newspaper. It is just as true now 
that “a newspaper is not only a collective 
propagandist and a collective agitator: it is 
also a collective organiser. In this last respect 
it may be likened to the scaffolding round a 
building under construction, which marks the 
contours of the structure and facilitates com¬ 
munication between the builders, enabling 
them to distribute the work and to view the 
common results achieved by their organised 
labour. With the aid of the newspaper, and 
through it, a permanent organisation will natu¬ 
rally take shape that will engage, not only in 
local activities, but in regular, general work, 
and will train its members to follow political 
events carefully, appraise their significance 
and their effect on the various strata of the 
population, and develop effective means for 
the revolutionary party to influence those 
events” (VI Lenin,‘Where to begin?’ CWVol 
5, Moscow 1977, p22). 

Andy claims that my “biggest mistake” was 
the conclusion I wrote. He questions whether 
I was “genuinely addressing” myself “to what 
SWP members should do”. Throughout the 


article my honesty is questioned and Andy 
wonders whether I am “mischievously seek¬ 
ing to sow discord and attract a few of the 
SWP’s more ultra-left members towards the 
CPGB?” 

No, this is not my aim. I thought I made this 
clear in my article when I stated: “I regret leav¬ 
ing the SWP the way I did. It did nothing to 
change that organisation, which plays such 
a prominent role in left politics in Britain. It did 
not improve the position of the many sincere 
revolutionaries within the SWP. It would have 
been far better to remain a member for as long 
as possible, to have sought to link up with 
others” (‘Consider your tactics wisely, for 
yours is not an easy fight’ Weekly Worker 
September 9). 

It is not the aim of the CPGB to pick off a 
few members here and there from amongst 
our rivals. That is the mentality of a sect. Our 
ambitions are far greater than that. We want 
to reforge the Communist Party of Great Brit¬ 
ain. If that is going to be achieved, then the 
SWP will have to be involved one way or an¬ 
other. I do not want SWP members to walk 
away from their party. I want them to fight for 
the organisational principles that a Commu¬ 
nist Party must be based upon: democratic 
centralism and a revolutionary programme • 


Fighting fund 

Flying start 


N ovember’s fund ended just short of 
our £500 target. Thanks to comrades 
FD (£25), SD (£10) and CY (£10) we fin¬ 
ished on £464. But December sees us off 
to a flying start. So far we have only re¬ 
ceived two donations. However, they are 
on the generous side. 

TR, a veteran communist from the north 
east, sent us £60. Though I have not been 
able to express our gratitude in person - you 
have not been down to London for ages 
and I have not travelled up north - rest as¬ 
sured that your continuous support is very 
much appreciated. Meanwhile TG from 
Sussex was not far behind with his £50. 

This comrade writes: “I don’t agree with 
much of your politics, but your coverage 
of events in the SWP and the ESF have 
been excellent and the openness of the 
paper is much to be admired.” A widely 
held viewpoint; and I wish other such com¬ 
rades would follow the example of TG and 


help us out financially. 

For our part, we do, of course, hope that 
a process of rapprochement is underway 
across the whole of the principled left and 
revolutionary movement whereby areas of 
agreement slowly grow, as least when it 
comes to the really important issues. Cer¬ 
tainly everyone, not least ourselves, has a 
deal to leam, and at the same time some¬ 
thing valuable to teach. 

Another week and, I am pleased to an¬ 
nounce, yet another circulation increase. 
Last week I reported 10,642 e-readers and 
around 1,000 print readers (a guesstimate). 
The e-readership has now edged up some¬ 
what and stands at 11,265. In other words 
the total went healthily over the 12,000 
mark • 

Robbie Rix 

Ask for a bankers order form, or send 
cheques, payable to Weekly Worker 


What we 
fight for 

Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revolu¬ 
tionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Communist Party. Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with the highest form of organisa¬ 
tion it is everything. 

The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Communist 
Party today. There are many so-called 'parties’ on the left. 
In reality they are confessional sects. Members who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporavy or permanent 
factions. 

Communists oppose the US-UK occupation of Iraq and 
stand against all imperialist wars but constantly strive to 
bring to the fore the fundamental question - ending war is 
bound up with ending capitalism. 

Communists are internationalists. Evevywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose eveiy mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, 'One state, one party’. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a Communist Party 
of the EU. 

The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theoiy is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with war, 
pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system capital¬ 
ism can only be superseded globally. All forms of national¬ 
ist socialism are reactionaiy and anti-working class. 

The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. They 
will resist using every means at their disposal. Communists 
favour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be readied 
to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and a United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

Socialism represents victoiy in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploita¬ 
tion, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is gen¬ 
eral freedom and the real beginning of human histovy. 

All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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For working 
class action 
to defeat 
Mugabe 



No to imperialism’s boycott 


O ver 100 years ago, Lord 
Harris, a former Marylebone 
Cricket Club president and 
the then current imperial gov¬ 
ernor of Bombay, loftily proclaimed that 
cricket is “more free from anything sor¬ 
did, anything dishonourable, anything 
savouring of servitude than any game 
in the world. To play it keenly, honour¬ 
ably, generously, self-sacrificingly is a 
moral lesson in itself, and the classroom 
is god’s air and sunshine.” 

Well, even Lord Harris - convinced as 
he was that cricket’s noble and ‘timeless’ 
values were a glorious reflection of the 
British ruling class - might have problems 
applying this yardstick to the current 
England tour of Zimbabwe, which has 
been dogged by acrimonious disputes 
and controversies right from its very in¬ 
ception. To go or not to go? 

Given recent events, you would be 
very hard-pressed indeed to find many 
people who consider the International 
Cricket Council and the England and 
Wales Cricket Board to be “free from 
anything sordid” or “dishonourable”. 
Then again, whatever the wretchedness 
of the ICC and ECB, or the Robert Mu¬ 
gabe regime, it does not automatically 
follow that we communists endorse or 
support the views or tactics of those 
calling for the England cricket team to 
boycott Zimbabwe. 

Certainly, for many - ranging from the 
UK government, the Tories, the print 
media and campaigners like Peter 
Tatchell - it has been a source of outrage 
that the England cricket team has made 
its way to Zimbabwe and hence effec¬ 
tively, as they see it, given legitimacy to 
the regime of the ‘new Hitler’. In this bom¬ 
bastic vein, the preening Peter Hain, 
leader of the Commons and anti-apart¬ 
heid activist wonder-boy of yesteryear, 
described the cricket tour as a “propa¬ 
ganda victory” for Mugabe, adding: “I 
wish we could have stopped the tour: 
so does Tony Blair and so does Jack 
Straw.” 

Of course, the tour almost did not go 
ahead. Last week, the Zimbabwean 
government’s information minister, Jon¬ 
athan Moyo, who has been Mugabe’s 
right-hand man since 2000 and chief ar¬ 
chitect of the country’s repressive anti¬ 
free speech laws (20 years for those who 
“publish or communicate falsehood”), 
refused to accredit 13 of the 36 British 
journalists who were due to cover the 
four one-day matches (the BBC has 
been totally banned from Zimbabwe for 
several years). In an official statement 
from the information ministry explain¬ 
ing the grounds for this partial non-ac¬ 
creditation, we are told: “Bona fide 
media organisations in the UK have 
been cleared; those that are political 
have not. This is a game of cricket, not 
politics. Those that want to bowl us out 
of politics will have to do so in the po¬ 
litical arena.” Slightly curiously, journal¬ 
ists from The Guardian were to be 
allowed in, but not those from The Times 
or Telegraph (or the BBC). 

Then, a mere two days later, the ban 
was lifted, almost certainly on the direct 
orders of Mugabe himself. There are 
strong mmours of a power tussle be¬ 
tween Mugabe and the previously loyal 
Moyo, which saw the latter last month 
hold a clandestine meeting of six provin¬ 
cial chairmen of Mugabe’s ruling Zanu- 



Mugabe: drastic measures 

PF, in a bid to form a new regional power 
bloc that would challenge the presi¬ 
dent’s stranglehold over the party. It is 
reported that an alerted Mugabe vowed 
to take “drastic measures” against 
Moyo and the six others for holding a 
meeting “convened without the man¬ 
date of the people”. So Moyo was 
slapped down, the ban on British jour¬ 
nalists lifted and the green light was sent 
to the ICC and, more importantly, the 
hapless ECB. 

Campaigners against the tour, natu¬ 
rally, leapt on Moyo’s initial decision as 
a heaven-sent opportunity to pull the 
England team out - that is, to declare a 
boycott of Zimbabwe. Surely, underpres¬ 
sure from the government, “the 
clodpoles who mn world cricket” would 
now “snap out of their dream world”, 
raged The Guardian , and pull the plug 
on the tour (November 25). 

After all, under specific circumstances, 
members of the ICC’s governing body 
are allowed to withdraw from a tour, 
which - under recently amended regula¬ 
tions - is normally an offence punishable 
by suspension from world cricket. These 
“acceptable grounds for non-compli¬ 
ance” without a penalty are either for 
safety and security reasons or if there 
has been a “clear direction” from gov¬ 
ernment to abandon a previously ar¬ 
ranged match or series. The hope was 
that there would be no repeat of Febru¬ 
ary last year, when the England team 
found itself stranded for a week in a five- 
star hotel in Cape Town, only to eventu¬ 
ally withdrawal from the World Cup 
match planned to take place in Harare. 

But to the dismay of the ‘boycotters’ 
no such “clear direction” came and his¬ 
tory did repeat itself, only this time, if 
possible, even more farcically. The ICC 
dithered and lawyers acting for ECB said 
that the above scenario did not apply to 
Zimbabwe. 

Predictably, this unleashed a torrent 
of criticism directed against both the ICC 
and ECB. Des Wilson, who in April re¬ 
signed as chairman of the ECB’s corpo¬ 
rate and marketing advisory committee, 
venomously wrote: “What a triumph for 
the buffoons at the top of the ECB and 
the charlatans running the ICC. Our 
cricket team - the pride and joy of the 
English game - finds itself for the second 
time in two years adrift in a foreign coun¬ 
try, not knowing where it will be tomor¬ 
row” ( The Guardian November 25). 


Wilson’s comments capture some of 
the chauvinistic and hypocritical non¬ 
sense spoken by many opponents of the 
tour. A sampling of the rightwing press 
from last Friday (November 26) reveals 
much: we had The Times complaining of 
the “anti-England tendency of the ICC”, 
the Daily Express bemoaning how the 
ICC is “effectively controlled by that 
powerful financial bloc of subcontinen¬ 
tal countries, India, Pakistan and the 
rest”, and the Sun sermonising about 
how “the people who insisted that play¬ 
ers must go to Zimbabwe apparently 
believe money is more important than 
morals”. 

Finally, to add insult to injury, we had 
to endure the pontifications of former 
England captain Mike Gatting, who de¬ 
clared: “There has been a very serious 
dilemma about representing your coun¬ 
try on the cricket field in a land where 
people are suffering so much at the 
hands of their government.” This, re¬ 
member, from the man who captained the 
rebel tour to apartheid-ruled South Af¬ 
rica. It is remarkable how so many peo¬ 
ple, their consciences long dormant, if 
not actually extinct, suddenly become 
paragons of virtue when confronted by 
Robert Mugabe and his Zanu-PF regime. 

Communists are clear. We thoroughly 
oppose the despotic and corrupt regime 
of the 80-year-old Robert Mugabe (who 
happens to be patron of the Zimbabwe 
Cricket Union). Last week the Zimba¬ 
bwean parliament granted Mugabe 
powers to outlaw foreign-funded hu¬ 


man rights groups and his government 
can now close down any non-govem- 
mental organisation, group or charity. 
Additionally, the new powers will allow 
the government to use army officers, 
police agents, security agents, etc to mn 
the parliamentary elections scheduled 
for March next year. Obviously, the age¬ 
ing Mugabe intends his Zanu-PF ma¬ 
chine to win the elections - no matter 
what. 

On top of government oppression, 
the Zimbabwean masses have also been 
battered by rampant inflation of some 
200% and high unemployment. Despite 
the ‘official optimism’ of the Mugabe 
regime, whose proposed 2005 budget 
anticipates “bumper” harvests, it has 
quietly decided to allow the World Food 
Programme to distribute 60,000 tonnes 
of aid left over from last year’s assistance 
programme, after a parliamentary com¬ 
mittee last month admitted there would 
be a massive maize shortage and an es¬ 
timated 2.5 million people would be reli¬ 
ant upon food aid. Self-evidently, the 
Mugabe regime has brought nothing but 
oppression and mination to the Zimba¬ 
bwean people. 

But the crimes of imperialism dwarf 
those of Robert Mugabe. Peter Hain’s 
self-righteous denunciations of Mugabe 
sound hollow from a representative of 
UK imperialism, which has enthusiasti¬ 
cally collaborated with George Bush in 
imposing deadly sanctions and then 
bombing Iraq. The Lancet estimates that 
since the “end” of the war an additional 
100,000 Iraqis have died. Members of 
sports teams throughout the world may 
as a result feel justified in calling for a 
boycott of any sporting event hosted 
by either the USA or UK. 

Communists, unlike Hain and co, are 
consistent democrats. We do not pick 
and choose when it comes to which 
abuses of democracy we oppose. For 
example, Pakistan was until recently a 
military dictatorship. Unlike Zimbabwe, 
parliament was closed and elections were 
delayed until the military had put in place 
sufficient ‘checks and balances’ to en¬ 
sure the ‘right’ result. Of course, the 
England cricket team is due to conduct 
a winter tour of Pakistan next year. Yet 
have we heard any strident calls for a 
sporting boycott from New Labour, the 
Tories or anyone else in the establish¬ 
ment? Maybe this has something to do 
with the fact that the Musharaf regime 
in Pakistan is perceived as vital and loyal 


ally in the global ‘war against terror’. 

Nor does that mean, of course, that 
communists reject the boycott tactic in 
and of itself. F or example, if in Zimbabwe 
there was a real movement from below - 
as opposed to the isolated calls from the 
pro-imperialist members of the Move¬ 
ment for Democratic Change - mobilis¬ 
ing against the playing of a cricket match 
in Harare, as part of a working class-led 
series of actions, then of course that 
would be something we would feel duty- 
bound to support. In the absence of such 
a movement, to join in calls for a boycott 
would be to fall in behind the agenda of 
imperialism. 

However, the boycott tactic should be 
employed only under certain specific 
circumstances. Rather, in general we are 
in favour of the greatest possible inter¬ 
national exchange, trade and other con¬ 
tacts, in that this helps lay the basis for 
our own, proletarian internationalism 
and the strengthening of working class 
unity across borders (for the same rea¬ 
son migration must be considered on 
balance a progressive phenomenon). 

So it follows that we do not back calls, 
made by some muddled sections of the 
left, to boycott US or Israeli-produced 
goods. If we were to do so, then surely 
we would also be duty-bound, if only by 
sheer logic alone, to issue a thundering 
call for the boycott of British- made 
goods, which would be an obvious non¬ 
sense and, if enacted, become a mighty 
inconvenience for workers in Britain, to 
put it mildly. 

The whole kafuffle around the Eng¬ 
land tour of Zimbabwe also sharply ex¬ 
poses the profoundly elitist and 
^democratic nature of sport under mod¬ 
ern-day capitalism, almost perfectly em¬ 
bodied by the ICC and ECB. We call for 
the abolition of both bodies and for the 
players and fans themselves to take con¬ 
trol of their respective national boards. 
Cricket, as with the rest of sport, needs 
to be fully democratised and fully ac¬ 
countable. 

Communists say that sport, like art or 
science, is not the exclusive property of 
either the ruling class or of profit-greedy 
capital. Sport is, or should be, a creative 
means of self-expression and self-fulfil¬ 
ment - played, or watched, for the sim¬ 
ple joy of the sport itself, not, as in the 
current alienated situation, for the very 
fat pay cheques and lucrative sponsor¬ 
ship deals • 

Eddie Ford 
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